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ABSTRACT
A telephone survey with a random sample of 317 is used to
measure the work attitudes, experiences, and satisfaction levels
of North Dakota state employees.

These findings are compared to

bureaucratic stereotypes and research.

The data refute most

negative stereotypes about bureaucrats, and support many previous
research findings, such as the positive relationships between job
satisfaction and income, status, and fulfilled expectations.

The

data also indicate state employees voted heavily for tax hikes in
the Dec. 5, 1989, special election, and that support rose with
the income, job status, and education level of employees.
Lastly, the survey shows North Dakota state government faces
problems regarding employee morale, perceived waste, and public
relations.

Solutions are suggested, including more non-monetary

rewards for employees, public information committees, and
establishment of an independent Office of Waste, Abuse, and
Fraud.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
We're not educating the general public enough about what
is being done with their taxes. They think it's a big, tall
building with people sitting behind big desks, getting big
salaries. That's not the thing.
— a clerk at the state Capitol.
That comment was among those elicited by the survey used
as the basis for this analysis on North Dakota state employees.1
It came in response to the open-ended question, "What do you see
as the one biggest problem in North Dakota state government right
now?"

Although she may have answered differently if the Dec. 5,

1989, special election had not been just a week away, the
election outcome clearly pointed to a problematic chasm between
taxpayers and North Dakota state employees (including elected
officials).2

1-The population for the survey is the 5,825 full-time
employees and elected officials on the state’s central payroll as
of Nov. 1, 1989. They comprise the rank-and-file state
bureaucracy. The central payroll does not include employees of
higher education, the Bank of North Dakota, or Job Service North
Dakota. Besides their more specialized nature, they were
excluded from the survey because no complete roster of their
names could be obtained.
^All eight referrals succeeded by wide margins, depriving
state government of $130 million in tax hikes passed by the 1989
Legislature. The North Dakota Official Abstract of Votes Cast at

2

It is the purpose of this analysis to study that gap,
giving North Dakotans an opportunity to see how state employees
really feel about their work.

The analysis is based on a random-

sample survey gauging the work-related attitudes, experiences,
desires, and satisfaction levels of state employees shortly
before the special election.

The survey findings will be

compared to bureaucratic stereotypes found in popular culture,
and to bureaucratic research found in sociological and political
literature.

The relationship between state employees' pseudo

political involvement in the special election and their attitudes
toward bureaucracy will also be examined for two types of
distinctions: those between demographic groups within the
bureaucracy, and those between bureaucrats and the public at
large.

Finally, several recommendations for North Dakota

government will be presented, along with methods of
implementation and evaluation.
Research on bureaucracy will be summarized in the next
chapter's literature review.

As for the stereotype of

bureaucracy, it can be summarized in one word: bad.

"We need to

avoid becoming bureaucratic," says Minot State University Vice
President Donald Wharton when discussing the school's Business
and Community Assistance Center.3

Bureaucracy means "excessive

governmental red tape and routine," says The Random House
Dictionary in its fourth definition, reflecting public opinion.
the Special Election, as in The Bismarck Tribune, 15 January 1990.
^The Bismarck Tribune, 28 October 1989.
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"Indifference to human needs or public opinion," says Webster's
in its third definition.

Bureaucracy means "rigid adherence to

administrative routine," according to the third definition in the
Reader's Digest Great Encyclopedic Dictionary.

And to U .S . News

& World Report, it is "pandemic," like a disease run amok:
The enlarged scale of all modern enterprises has made
bureaucracy pandemic. Every new technology— for roads,
steamships, mines, railroads, electricity, postal service,
telegraph, telephone, radio, television, etc.— has created a
new bureaucracy. And bureaucracies proliferated with
government supervision of the conditions of labor, energy
use, enforcement of social equality and civil rights. More
and more nongovernmental activities— businesses, schools,
colleges, museums, libraries and even our churches— have
become increasingly bureaucratic. In the U.S.A. today there
is hardly an institution or a daily activity where we are not
ruled by the bureaucratic frame of mind— caution, concern for
regularity of procedures, avoidance of the need for
decision.2'
Even Apple Computer Co., the nation's quintessential
adhocracy in the 1970s, "has become a victim of swollen
bureaucracy," according to the Los Angeles Times.5

The current

cycle of bureaucracy bashing began with Jimmy Carter's 1976
presidential campaign, accelerated in Ronald Reagan's 1980
presidential campaign, and is coming full circle with George
Bush's presidency.

Now bureaucrats are being pronounced guilty

by association with Bush, as in this recent letter to the
Washington Post:
The observations about presidential reluctance to act may
be understood, and to some extent the future may be predict
ed, by looking at George Bush's past service.*
&
^Daniel J. Boorstin, "Democracy's Secret Virtue," U .S . News
& World Report, December 30, 1985, p.24.
^The Bismarck Tribune, 8 February 1990.
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With one exception, his very long career in government
has been as a bureaucrat. In the end, he has been
responsible to another person, an ultimate decision-maker.
Any citizen who has ever dealt with a government agency
knows the drill: "Your claim is good, but, we need just one
more form, or qualification, or proof, in order to complete
everything."
Mr. Bush fits this. His speeches and actions promise
rosy things, and hopes are lifted. Great things loom, but
there is always the bureaucratic out: "There are just a few
obstacles. . ." and the executive becomes the bureaucrat.6
In North Dakota, bureaucrats were sullied in the early
1980s when several appointees of Gov. Allen Olson retired to the
"Hall of Shame" following a series of minor scandals.

The trend

has continued under Gov. George Sinner, whose appointees in
several cases have been charged with cronyism, incompetence and
drunkeness.

This adverse publicity reflects inevitably, albeit

unfairly, on all state employees.

National surveys consistently

find more than 70 percent of Americans satisfied with the public
bureaucrats they encounter, yet the majority remains resentful of
bureaucracy per se'.^

In Charles Goodsell's words:

[T]he generalized hostility felt toward bureaucracy as an
abstraction is transferred to its employees, again as an
abstraction. We may know intellectually that the individuals
we talk with across the reception counters and in government
offices are not all lazy, incompetent, arrogant, and powerhungry. Yet when the occasional unpleasant run-in with
bureaucracy occurs, we are ready at once to curse at
stereotypes.*
8

^John T. Matthews, "A Trained Bureaucrat at the Top," The
Washington Post National Weekly Edition, 6-12 November 1989.
^Charles T. Goodsell, The Case For Bureaucracy, 2nd ed.
(Chatham, N.J.: Chatham House Publishers, 1985), pp. 24-31.
8Ibid., p. 82.
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In North Dakota, the pejorative connotations of bureaucracy
were so pervasive by the week of the special election that when
The Bismarck Tribune ran two articles^ on the results of this
analysis' survey, several state employees called to say they
deeply resented being referred to as "bureaucrats."
But the fact remains that the primary definitions of
"bureaucracy" in most dictionaries are as benignly descriptive as
Random House's: "1. government by bureaus.

2. bureau officials."

Like any other form of administration, bureaucracy can be
efficient or inefficient, humane or inhuman, good or bad;
depending upon how it's applied.

"Money is the root of all

e,vil," the saying goes, but actually it is greed that deserves
the blame; money is just the tool.

Similarly, bad administration

will sour the most sublime system of organization.

And good

administration will salvage the most entrenched bureaucracy.
To spite bureaucrats is to cut off the noses of our
neighbors, our friends, our relatives, ourselves.

In North

Dakota alone there are nearly 100,000 government employees,^
which is more than one in every 3.5 workers in the state.^
^The Bismarck Tribune, 2, 3 December 1989.
^Interview with Tom Pederson, chief of research and
statistics, Job Service North Dakota, Bismarck, North Dakota, 22
February 1990. Job Service recorded 67,400 local, state and
federal government employees for December 1989, but that does not
include about 15,000 military personnel at each of the state's
two Air Force bases.
HThere were 308,400 workers in North Dakota in November
1989, according to Job Service North Dakota's monthly
unemployment press release, but that does not include about
30,000 military personnel.
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Nationwide, there are 5 million federal bureaucrats and 14.5
million state and local government employees.
number nearly one in every six w o r k e r s . ^

Together they

By themselves, the

federal officials occupy more office space than the combined
total in the United States' 10 largest cities.13

All this says

nothing of the millions more who work in medium and large private
sector companies every bit as bureaucratic as the Pentagon.
It used to be said, "What's good for General Motors is
good for the country," and during the New Deal era, few people
complained about government bureaucracy.

Just 10 years ago,

North Dakota's general fund flowed freely and citizens complained
of too little government service.

And 100 years ago, Max Weber

described bureaucracy as the "most rational" type of administra
tion, with every other type mere " d i l e t t a n t i s m . O b v i o u s l y ,
times have changed.

The next chapter will trace the changes in

bureaucratic theory and review major research findings in order
to form hypotheses for a contemporary survey of North Dakota
state employees.

12"Outlook '86 — Special Section," U.S. News & World
Report, December 30, 1985, p. 24.
13Ibid.
l^Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1947), p. 337.

CHAPTER

II

LITERATURE REVIEW
Bismarck is an appropriate place for launching an
analysis on bureaucracy, for not only is it the capital of North
Dakota, it is the namesake of the German chancellor whose
administration inspired Max Weber's seminal studies on
bureaucracy.

Weber was the first to delineate the dimensions of

bureaucracy: hierarchy of authority, division of labor,
impersonality of behavior, written rules, standard procedures,
hiring and promotion based on technical competence, and career
security .1^

He concluded that:

Bureaucratic administration is, other things being equal,
always, from a formal, technical point of view, the most
rational type. For the needs of mass administration today,
it is completely indispensible. The choice is only that
between bureaucracy and dilettantism in the field of
administration. ^
But as with other rational models, it soon became
apparent that Weber's "one best way" had its drawbacks.

Weber

l^Charles M . Bonjean and Michael D. Grimes, "Bureaucracy and
Alienation: A Dimensional Approach," Social Forces (March
1970):366.

16Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, p.
337.
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himself warned of the possible excesses of bureaucracy, but
Robert Merton, Ralph Hummel and others went on to declare it
inherently evil.

Merton charged bureaucracy with creating

impersonal drones who could not think for themselves or put aside
rules long enough to help a client or taxpayer.17

Hummel

portrayed bureaucracy as tantamount to lobotomy, making its
victims mindlessly mechanistic, even at sex.^

"The most serious

charge against bureaucracy," researcher Melvin Kohn concluded,
"is that it inhibits men's readiness to think for themselves,"^
Karl Marx painted an even grimmer picture, saying Weber's beloved
bureaucracy, capitalism, and Protestant work ethic would
inevitably dispirit workers:
What constitutes alienation of labor? First, that work
is external to the worker, that it is not part of his nature;
and that, consequently, he does not fulfill himself in his
work but denies himself, has a feeling of misery rather than
well-being, does not develop freely his mental and physical
energies but is physically exhausted and mentally debased.
The worker therefore feels himself at home only during his
leisure time, whereas at work he feels homeless. His work is
not voluntary but imposed, forced labor. It is not satis
faction of a need, but only a means for satisfying other
needs.20

l^Robert K. Merton, "Bureaucratic Structure and
Personality," Social Forces 17 (1940):560-68.
l^Ralph P. Hummel, The Bureaucratic Experience, 2nd ed. (New
York: St. Martin's, 1982), pp. 99-147.
lOMelvin L. Kohn, "Bureaucratic Man: A Portrait and An
Interpretation," American Sociological Review 36 (June 1971):
464.
20Rarl Marx, quoted in Rabindra N, Kanungo, Work Alienation:
An Integrative Approach (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1982), p.
16.
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Weber’s ideal bureaucracy reminded essayist Daniel Bell
of the scene from Gulliver’s Travels where the Lilliputians, upon
seeing Gulliver constantly consult his watch, thought it was his
God.Similarly,

researchers James March and Herbert Simon

agreed Weber’s theory of bureaucracy was rational, but said it
had too many unanticipated consequences:
Weber wishes to show to what extent bureaucratic
organization is a rational solution to the complexities of
modern problems. More specifically, he wishes to show in
what ways bureaucratic organization overcomes the decision
making or "computational" limits of individuals or
alternative forms of organization. . . .
In general, Weber
perceives bureaucracy as an adaptive device for using
specialized skills, and he is not exceptionally attentive to
the character of the human organism. 22
But Denhardt said Weber was "not unmindful of the
negative consequences of bureaucratic organization."

Weber hoped

charismatic leaders would emerge to temper bureaucratic
externalities and spark societal development.23

These

"charismatic leaders" would not be elected officials like John F.
Kennedy.

In Weber’s ideal bureaucracy they would be professional

administrators like General Douglas MacArthur.

In a point

ominous for North Dakota, which elects more state officials than

2lDaniel Bell, Work and Its Discontents (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1956), p. 5.
22james G. March and Herbert A. Simon, "Theories of
Bureaucracy," in Classics of Organizational Theory, eds. Jay M.
Shafritz and Philip H. Whitbeck (Oak Park, 111.: Moore
Publishing, 1978), p. 110.
23Robert B. Denhardt, Theories of Public Organization
(Pacific Grove, Calif.: Brooks/Cole Publishing, 1984), pp. 31, 32.
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any state in the nation, Weber said elected officials are
generally inferior to appointed ones:
The pure type of bureaucratic official is appointed by a
superior authority. An official elected by the governed is
not a purely bureaucratic figure. . . .
In all circumstances, the designation of officials by
means of an election among the governed modifies the
strictness of hierarchical subordination. In principle, an
official who is so elected has an autonomous position
opposite the superordinate official. The elected official
does not derive his position "from above" but "from below". .
. . The career of the elected official is not, or at least
not primarily, dependent upon his chief in the administra
tion. The official who is not elected but appointed by a
chief normally functions more exactly, from a technical point
of view, because, all other circumstances being equal, it is
more likely that purely functional points of consideration
and qualities will determine his selection and career.^
Strict hierarchy need not degenerate into totalitarian
administration, Weber added, because good bureaucrats will
realize they too get their power from below:
When the principle of jurisdictional "competency" is
fully carried through, hierarchical subordination— at least
in public office— does not mean that the "higher" authority
is simply authorized to take over the business of the
"lower." Indeed, the opposite is the rule. Once established
and having fulfilled its task, an office tends to continue in
existence and be held by another incumbent.25
The problem with that, said the late Laurence Peter, is
the next incumbent may will have risen to his or her level of
imcompetence, as will the person promoted out of the office.

He

capsulized his pessimism thus:
The Peter Principle: in a hierarchy, every employee tends
to rise to his level of incompetence. . . .
2^Max Weber, "Bureaucracy," in Classics of Organization
Theory, eds. Jay M. Shafritz and Philip H. Whitbeck (Oak Park,
111.: Moore Publishing), p. 40.
25ibid., p. 38.

11

Peter's Corollary: in time, every post tends to be
occupied by an employee who is incompetent to carry out its
duties.
You will rarely find, of course, a system in which every
employee has reached his level of incompetence. In most
instances, something is being done to further the ostensible
purposes for which the hierarchy exists. Work is
accomplished by those employees who have not yet reached
their level of incompetence .26
One of the other tenets held by Weber and Frederick
Taylor— division of labor— was initially the subject of the
Hawthorne Studies, which began in 1924.

Those studies of factory

workers at a Western Electric plant outside Chicago ultimately
gave birth to the Human Relations Movement.

In today's parlance,

that movement aimed to evoke a "kinder, gentler" bureaucracy,
with more respect for workers and their informal communications.
But in the last 40 years, researchers have declared the Human
Relations Movement more insidious and the bureaucracy less
invidious.

"Psychological gimmicks," is how Bell termed the

Human Relations Movement, adding it is merely a change:
. . .from authority to manipulation as a means of
exercising dominion. The ends of the enterprise remain, but
the methods have shifted, and the older modes of overt
coercion are now replaced by psychological persuasion. The
tough brutal foreman, raucously giving orders, gives way to
the mellowed voice of the "human-relations oriented"
supervisor. . .these human-relations approaches become a
substitute for thinking about the work process itself. All
satisfactions are to be obtained in extracurricular areas: in
the group, in leisure pursuits. Thus the problems of work
are projected outward and swathed in psychological batting.27

^^Laurence J. Peter and Raymond Hull, "The Peter Principle,"
in Classics of Organization Theory, eds. Jay M. Shafritz and
Philip H. Whitbeck (Oak Park, 111.: Moore Publishing, 1978), pp.
269, 270.
^Bell, Work and Its Discontents, pp. 27, 28.
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In today's diverse society, work is no longer the only
means of fulfillment.

When a baby boomer complained that his

work was no longer fun, his indignant mother retorted, "It's not
supposed to be fun.

That's why they call it 'work.'"

Bell

recognized the trend as early as 1956, when he wrote:
What has happened is that old goals have been displaced,
and the American Dream has been given a new gloss. Success
at one's job becomes less important than success in one's
style of life. A worker sees himself "getting ahead," as Eli
Chinoy points out in a recent study, not by promotion in the
plant— he knows that that ladder has vanished, even though
Henry Ford and Walter P. Chrysler began from the mechanics
bench— but because he is working towards a "nice little
modern house."28
Doing lawn work, jogging around the block, or playing
league softball has become more satisfying, and more important,
than work to many Americans, Bell said.

No society in history

has spawned as many hard-working amateur athletes and hobbyists
as ours, he said, adding:
The most significant form taken by the flight from work
is the desperate drive for "leisure." Work is irksome, but
if it cannot be evaded, it can be reduced. In modern times,
the ideal is to minimize the unpleasant aspects of work as
much as possible by pleasant distractions (music, wall
colors, rest periods) and to hasten away as quickly as
possible, uncontaminated by work and unimpaired by its
arduousness.29
The state cannot afford to pipe Musak through the Capitol
in Bismarck, but workers in nearly every office play their radios
all day long.

A blind man could wander the tower and determine

with a great deal of certainty whether he was in the office of an
28ibid., pp. 32, 33.
29ibid., p. 36.
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administrator, secretary, or janitor, based on whether he heard
public radio, rock and roll, or country western.

But work goes

on— with minimal teeth gnashing— in every office until 4:55 p.m.,
when most workers rush the elevators like Marines on a beachhead.
Kanungo explained it like this:
Some workers try to satisfy their need for money and
others try to satisfy their need for personal achievement
through labor or work activities. In both cases labor is a
productive activity. No one works just for the sake of work
without an underlying personal need to initiate purposive
work activity.30
Similarly, organizational theorists lose no sleep over
the spiritual fulfillment of workers.

Workers come to work for

what they can get from it, and the organization employs them for
what they can give.
services.
efficient.

It is a simple exchange of goods for

As long as the organization survives, it must be
As Herbert Kaufman summarized it:

An organization is thus portrayed as a kind of
marketplace in which each man pursues his own goals by
offering a contribution in return for those inducements
(selected from the range of inducements provided, consciously
or unwittingly, by the system) that appeal to him. The
enterprise is an arena in which each participant offers his
wares and services in exchange for what he can get. . .so
that its ends are in a sense the sum of all the special
purposes. . . . What is sometimes referred to as a
collective purpose is merely the resultant of a constantly
shifting adjustment among individual and subgroup purposes.31
Those who successfully adjust to their bureaucratic
surroundings for more than a few years usually become quite
committed to the organization, even if they are not blind to its
30Kanungo, Work Alienation: An Integrative Approach, p. 17.
3lHerbert Kaufman, "Organization Theory and Political
Theory," in Classics of Organization Theory, p. 294.
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faults. 32

They are, for instance, still likely to see waste in

government and be particularly bothered by it when taxes rise,
thereby experiencing cognitive dissonance.

But they employ

dissonance reduction;33 e.g. rationalizing that there is just as
much waste in the private sector, and that their jobs are
dependent on the tax hikes.

Dissonance reduction is easier for

those on the higher rungs of the bureaucratic ladder, according
to Bonjean and Grimes:
Managers and businessmen may have better developed means
of coping with bureaucratization than hourly paid workers.
Their higher education, social status, and income may provide
them with a better rationale and more opportunities to
experience feelings of integration both on and off the job. .
. . Carrying this argument one step further, it may also be
the case that managers are bureaucratizers and workers are
bureaucratizees.34
Overall, however, Kohn has found that bureaucrats are not
the dull-witted drones the public often makes them out to be.
His findings consistently contradict preconceptions.

In his

words:
Men who work in bureaucratic firms or organizations tend
to value, not conformity, but self-direction. They are more
32Richard T. Mowday, Lyman W. Porter, and Richard M. Steers,
Employee-Organization Linkages (New York: Academic Press, 1982),
pp . 25, 26 .
33Ricky w. Griffin and Gregory Moorhead, Organizational
Behavior (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1986), pp. 209, 210.
"Cognitive dissonance is the mental anxiety a person experiences
when two pieces of knowledge or perceptions are contradictory or
incongruent. Cognitive dissonance also occurs when a person
behaves in a fashion that is inconsistent with her or his
attitudes. . . . Dissonance reduction is the way we deal with
these feelings of discomfort and tension."
34]3onjean and Grimes, Bureaucracy and Alienation: A
Dimensional Approach, p. 371.
(Emphasis in the original.)
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open-minded, have more personally responsible standards of
morality, and are more receptive to change than are men who
work in nonbureaucratic organizations. They show greater
flexibility in dealing both with perceptual and with
ideational problems. They spend their leisure time in more
intellectually demanding activities.35
In fact, Kohn found that bureaucrats are "remarkably
similar" to entrepreneurs, except bureaucrats are more
intellectually flexible.36

This has been noted at the North

Dakota Economic Development Commission, where one of the
bureaucrats' biggest problems is persuading entrepreneurs to
relinquish a little control of their company so they can get
financing for expansion.^

Also, state government agencies are

now running computer services, car rentals, banks, and grain
elevators more cheaply than their private sector counterparts.^
"The real contrast," Kohn said, "is not between bureaucrats and
entrepreneurs, but between both these groups and the employees of
nonbureaucratic organizations."^

In explanation of his

surprising findings (which have been confirmed repeatedly by the
Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory), Kohn rejected the
possibility that bureaucracy simply attracts smarter people
because it offers challenging work:
33Kohn, Bureaucratic Man: A Portrait and An Interpretation,
p. 465.
36Ibid. , pp. 465, 466.
3^The Bismarck Tribune, 24 September 1989.
33Mike Dorsher, "Despite its reputation, state government is
taking care of business," The Bismarck Tribune, 5 November 1989.
3^Kohn, Bureaucratic Man: A Portrait and An Interpretation,
p. 466.
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That interpretation assumes that men have more complete
and accurate knowledge of working conditions in bureaucratic
organizations, before starting to work there, than is usually
the case— especially in light of widely held stereotypes
about bureaucracy. The interpretation also assumes that men
have a fuller range of choice in deciding on jobs than is
usually the case. . . . Our data, however, suggest an
alternative explanation: that bureaucracy really does have a
smaller social psychological impact than had been assumed.^
Not only is bureaucracy not as hard on workers as Marx
and others have thought, Kohn added, it may actually be healthy:
There is a small but consistent tendency for men who work
in bureaucratic organizations to be more intellectually
flexible, more open to new experience, and more self-directed
in their values than are men who work in nonbureaucratic
organizations. This may in part result from bureaucracies'
drawing on a more educated work force. In larger part,
though, it appears to be a consequence of occupational
conditions attendant on bureaucratization— notably, far
greater job protections, somewhat higher income, and
substantively more complex work.^l
Kohn, however, acknowledged his findings represent such a
radical "rethinking" of bureaucracy that they need further
testing.42

in light of that, the next chapter will present a

series of hypotheses to determine whether North Dakota's state
bureaucrats fall more in line with the theories of Marx, Weber,
"Hawthorne," or Kohn.

40Ibid., p. 472.
41Ibid., p. 461 .
42Ibid., p. 473.

CHAPTER

III

HYPOTHESES
Following are the hypotheses and rationale used to
formulate the survey instrument for this analysis:
Job satisfaction
1.

On average, state employees will not be satisfied with

their jobs.

Rationale: This is based on stereotypes about the
inhumanity and rigidity of bureaucracy, which perhaps are rooted
in Marx’s theory that when labor "is regarded as something to be
exchanged for pay, labor appears not as an end in itself but as a
servant of wages, and thus loses its human significance and
worth."^3

This survey might find an artificially low level of

satisfaction, given that it was taken while other polls were
showing almost certain defeat for the tax hikes needed to assure
state employees’ raises and/or jobs.
Stereotypes usually contain at least a germ of truth, but
the notion of the hopelessly unhappy public bureaucrat needs
further study, because it is actually contradicted by most
^Kanungo, Work Alienation: An Integrative Approach, p. 16.
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research.

Goodsell, for instance, noted that 86 percent of the

1,500 federal employees surveyed in by the Office of Personnel
Management in 1981 agreed with the statement, "In general, I like
working here."^

And 71 percent of the 479 Maryland public

employees surveyed in 1979 agreed they "often come home with a
feeling of satisfaction about my job."4^

Kohn might be right:

state bureaucrats may not be drones, after all.

They may be

proud North Dakotans who see these tough times as a challenging
opportunity to serve the public when it needs it most.

They may

find their work personally rewarding, even when it may not be too
financially rewarding.

Also, they did receive 7 percent raises

less than five months earlier and their spirits may have been
boosted by the dozens of "Vote Yes" ads in the media.
2. Satisfaction will Increase with income.

Rationale: Bell noted that greater income can buy more
leisure-time activities, although in state government those who
make the most seem to work the longest hours.

Again, this

stereotype is contradicted by some of the research literature, so
it bears further investigation.

Frederick Herzberg cited a large

study of federal scientists and professionals that found the
greater their civil service rank, the lower their morale.^
Perhaps they became supervisors and were forced to forgo the4
*
5
44Goodsell, The Case For Bureaucracy, p. 102.
45Ibid., p. 100.
^Frederick Herzberg et al., Job Attitudes: Review of
Research and Opinion (Pittsburgh: Psychological Service of
Pittsburgh, 1957), p. 23.
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hands-on research they enjoyed most.

Later, a University of

Michigan study of many kinds of workers concluded: "The amount of
money earned is itself less important in determining the worker’s
morale than his thinking that his pay rate is fair or unfair."^
3. Satisfaction will increase with job status.

Rationale: Higher status usually gives the beholder more
leeway.

As Bonjean and Grimes said, it can make the difference

between the bureaucratizer and the bureaucratize^.

"One

unequivocal fact emerges from the studies of job satisfaction,"
Herzberg said, "the higher the level of occupation, the higher
the morale."^

This might be particularly true in North Dakota

state government if tax opponents' charges of top-heavy
management are accurate.
But Weber recognized that power often comes from below,
not from above.

And Herzberg, despite his "unequivocal" claim

that satisfaction increases with status, added this caveat:
Satisfaction with the job probably means very different
things at different levels of occupations. A professional
worker who has invested many years of training in his
preparation for work would certainly view a question which
asks about his desire to change occupations differently from
an unskilled or semi-skilled laborer whose training was
relatively short.4
49
8
4
7
4. Satisfaction will he high among the youngest workers,
lower among those around 30, then steadily increase with age.

47Ibid., pp. 21, 22.
48Ibid., p. 20.
49Ibid., p. 21.
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Rationale: Herzberg found this pattern, which seems
related to expectancy theory.

The premise of expectancy theory,

according to Griffin and Moorhead, is that "motivation depends on
how much we want something and how likely we think we are to get
it."50

Theoretically, Herzberg said, young workers are wide-eyed

and eager to please in order to gain promotions.

In a few years,

when promotions do not come and work-a-day realities set in, they
become disillusioned.

But as they get older their alternatives

diminish, they settle into a pattern and their income grows
through seniority if not promotion.

The cycle is delayed a few

years for those who go to college, and Herzberg said the valley
might be shallowest for those who begin work after years of
professional training.51
5.

Satisfaction will fall during the first five years of

work, then rise continually.

Rationale: The tenure cycle is related to the age cycle,
but it also hypothesizes a V-shaped curve for workers who start
work with a bureaucracy later in life.

Even though they may be

past age 30, their satisfaction will fall through the first
several years, then rise steadily after they resign themselves to
make the best of their situation.

This is a form of dissonance

resolution, according to Mowday, Porter and Steers:
As Salancik (1977) notes, "The power of commitment in
shaping attitudes stems from the fact that individuals adjust
their attitudes to fit the situations to which they are
50Griffin and Moorhead, Organizational Behavior, p. 175.
51lbid., pp. 6, 7.
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committed [p. 7 0 ]." Hence if an employee has worked for a
major corporation for 20 years, he or she is likely to
develop attitudes that justify remaining with the
organization in the face of alternative positions. . . .
In short, a self-reinforcing cycle emerges in which a
behavior causes the development of congruent attitudes, which
in turn lead to further behaviors, and so forth. As a
result, the individual slowly increases both behavioral and
psychological linkages with the organization.32
6. Satisfaction decreases as education increases.

Rationale: At first glance this would seem to conflict
with satisfaction rising in tandem with income and status, but it
has been borne out by Herzberg and many others.

Herzberg said

the more educated may have higher expectations, leaving them more
likely to be disillusioned.

It may be that the "intellectually

flexible" folks Kohn found in bureaucracy are less able to
rationalize away their qualms.

Or, Herzberg said, it may just be

that the lowest educated people are the oldest and longest
tenured, giving them the greatest incentive for dissonance
resolution.33
7. Satisfaction will be higher among those whose job
expectations are being met.

Rationale: According to expectancy theory, employees will
be more motivated and satisfied if their expectations for work
are being met.

Myriad people and circumstances can stand in the

way of expectations being met.

When they do, employees will

often go to great lengths to resolve this dissonance.

Sometimes

52Mowday, Porter and Steers, Employee-Organizational
Linkages, pp. 25, 26.
53Herzberg et al., Job Attitudes: Review of Research and
Opinion, p. 17.
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these actions can be quite counterproductive, as Edward Lawler
noted at a symposium marking the 50th anniversary of the
Hawthorne Studies:
When employees do not trust management, instead of
believing that good performance will lead to higher pay they
believe that it will lead to higher standards, the
abandonment of the incentive plan or some other "management"
trick to keep pay down even though performance increases.
Thus, in order to protect themselves from having to work
harder in order to make the same amount of money, employees
develop norms against high production, punish good
performers, and provide management with false data about
their performance.^
In a 1964 book, Victor Vroom delineated two components of
expectancy theory: effort-to-performance expectancy and
performance-to-outcome expectancy.^

The former might affect

state employees who feel bureaucracy is so rigid that they do not
expect their performance or the performance of their agency to
improve, no matter how much effort they put into their work.

The

latter could affect employees who expect no one would reward them
in any significant way even if they did perform better.

In fact,

some state employees might believe they can do nothing to improve
state government, due to constraints by the Legislature.
8. Satisfaction will have no significant relationship to
gender.

^Edward E. Lawler III, "Pay, Participation and
Organizational Change," eds. Eugene Louis Cass and Frederick G.
Zimmer, Man and Work in Society (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold,
1975), p. 138.
^Victor Vroom, Work and Motivation (New York: Wiley, 1964),
cited by Griffin and Moorhead, Organizational Behavior, p. 176.
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Rationale: Research on this question has been
inconclusive, Herzberg said. 56

But Mowday, Porter and Steers

cited several studies indicating women are more committed to
their jobs than men, perhaps because they had to struggle more
for them. 57

They also noted, however, that commitment does not

necessarily equate to job satisfaction.

The distinction will be

discussed later in this chapter.
9. Satisfaction will have no significant relationship to
marital status.

Rationale: Again, this is the conclusion Herzberg reached
after assessing previous research. 58

This analysis will go

beyond that to see whether there is any significant relationship
between the satisfaction of married workers and the lack of
daycare provided by state government.
10. Satisfaction will be highest among those who work in
the smallest offices.

Rationale: Small offices are less likely to have as much
division of labor, impersonality and hierarchy as large offices,
even though they are part of a large bureaucracy.

Working

against that, though, is the fact that fiscal restraints are felt

56}ierzberg et al., Job Attitudes: Review of Research and
Opinions, p. 13.
57{qowday, Porter, and Steers, Employee-Organization
Linkages, pp. 30, 31.
58nerzberg et al., Job Attitudes: Review of Research and
Opinion, p. 24.
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more accutely by every member of a small office than by those in
large offices.
Bureaucratic vs. Non-bureaucratic jobs
11.

State employees will have been more satisfied with

their best non-bureaucratic job than with their current job.

Rati onale: This follows from stereotyp e an d the theories
of Marxist, Merton , and Hummel.

In this case, however, it may be

somewhat off set by the recency effect.

That is a psych ological

phenomenon by whic h we tend to give greater import ance to recent
events than to tho se further in the past.

Som e of the non

bur eaucratic jobs held by state employees may have been in the
distant past .

The jobs also may have been ear ly in the ir careers

or in non-pr ofessi onal positions not easily coraparable to their
present positions.
12. Satisfaction will be lower among state employees who
feel more closely supervised now than in their non-bureaucratic
jobs.

Rationale: This is based on Marxist theory about selfdetermination.

Close supervision is one of the classic

characteristics of bureaucracy, because of its hierarchical
nature, which includes vertical lines of authority and relatively
small spans of control.
13. Satisfaction will be lower among state employees who
see more need for supervision now than in their non-bureaucratic
jobs
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Rationale: This rests on the stereotype that bureaucracy
is incapacitating.

It says close supervision fosters dependence,

deception, and disinterest— what McGregor called "Theory X"
behavior.

Also, abundant rules and procedures often lead to goal

displacement, increasing the need for supervision.

Reducing the

likelihood of this finding would be the tendency of survey
respondents to not admit these failings or to rationalize them
due to cognitive dissonance.
14. Satisfaction will be lower among those who perceive
their state job as having more rules than non-bureaucratic jobs.

Rationale: Rule-bound workers are likely to feel
hamstrung and unable to provide satisfactory service.

Rules may

be especially prevalent in government bureaucracies, where they
are required in order to comply with laws and enhance democratic
process; e.g. open records laws.
15. Satisfaction will be lower among those who say their
state job has less variety than non-bureaucratic jobs.

Rationale: Variety is constrained by division of labor,
which lowers satisfaction by detaching workers from the finished
product, according to Marx.
routinize bureaucracy.

Rules and procedures also tend to

These dimensions, plus vertical

hierarchy, make bureaucracies resistant to changes that would
force job broadening or shuffling.
16. Satisfaction will be greater among those who see more
security in their state job than in non-bureaucratic jobs.
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Rationale: Upon compiling 16 studies of over 11,000
employees, Herzbeig found that job security was the single most
important factor of job satisfaction.59

Job security, which is

based on hiring for competence and promotion from within, is
another hallmark of Weber's ideal bureaucracy.
North Dakota state employees, however, might have felt
less job security at the time of this survey because massive
layoffs were being threatened if the tax referrals succeeded, as
polls were showing they would.

Also, the 1989 Legislature had

again rejected collective bargaining for state employees, even
though the proposal had the governor's support for the first
time.

Furthermore, a news story published a few weeks before the

survey revealed the state Personnel Board ruled against employees
more than 80 percent of the time.60
17.

Satisfaction will be higher among those who say their

state job provides a better standard of living than their nonbureaucratic jobs did.

Rationale: This is related to the hypotheses that
satisfaction increases with income and the meeting of
expectations.

It seems likely that only a few altruistic

employees would have begun their state jobs expecting a lower
real income than in their previous non-bureaucratic jobs.

^^Herzberg et al., Job Attitudes: Review of Research and
Opinion, pp. 44, 48.
6C>Mike Dorsher, "State employees big losers at Personnel
Board, The Bismarck Tribune, 1 October 1989.
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Bonjean,^! Kohn^ an(i others found that bureaucrats were
better paid than non-bureaucrats, largely because of their higher
level of education.

North Dakota state employees received a 7

percent raise in July 1989, but before that they’d had only two
small raises in the last six years due to the state's struggling
economy.

During that period, however, many private sector

workers also went without raises.

Many taxpayers believed state

employees had enviable salaries, despite state salary surveys
that showed them consistently lagging behind private sector pay.
Commitment to work
18.

The oldest and longest-tenured state employees will

be the most committed.

Rationale: As previously mentioned, there is a difference
between job satisfaction and commitment to the employer.

Mowday,

Porter, and Steers explained it this way:
To begin with, commitment as a construct is more global,
reflecting a general affective response to the organization
as a whole. Job satisfaction, on the other hand, reflects
one's response either to one's job or to certain aspects of
one's job. Hence commitment emphasizes attachment to the
employing organization, including its goals and values,
whereas satisfaction emphasizes the specific task environment
where an employee performs his or her duties.63
For example, a 50-year-old state game warden who doesn't
like his new politically appointed boss may be very dissatisfied
61-Bonjean and Grimes, Bureaucracy and Alienation, p . 371.
62](ohn, Bureaucratic Man: A Portrait and An Interpretation,
p . 461.

63>iowday, Porter, and Steers, Employee-Organization
Linkages, p. 28.
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with his job, yet remain committed to working for the state
because he has few other choices in his field.

According to

Mowday, Porter, and Steers:
March and Simon (1958) noted that as age or tenure in the
organization increases, the individual’s opportunities for
alternative employment become more limited. This decrease in
an individual's degrees of freedom may increase the perceived
attractiveness of the present employer, thereby leading to
increased psychological attachment.^
19.

Commitment to state employment will be greater among

lower-status state employees.

Rationale: In a 1977 study of workers at a state
university, a major hospital, a research and development firm,
and an industrial firm, Mowday, et al. found that:
Top executives as a group are not more committed than
service workers or blue-collar workers. Although these data
are tentative, results suggest that a favorite stereotype
concerning lower levels of loyalty among rank-and-file
workers may in fact be a myth.65
This may be because top executives have more mobility
than blue-collar workers in today's increasingly complex job
market.

In state government, top executives are often political

appointees or are hired by them.

They develop limited commitment

because they know they will probably be replaced when a new
administration takes office.
Among lower-status bureaucrats, Mowday et al. found,
"organizational dependability, or the extent to which employees
felt the organization could be counted upon to look after6
*
4
64Ibid., p. 34.
65lbid., p. 34. (Emphasis in the original).
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employee interests, was significantly related to commitment.
As previously noted, North Dakota state employees were getting
mixed signals from the legislative and executive branches at the
time this analysis’ survey was taken.
20.

State employees with the least commitment to their

work will already be looking for new jobs.

Rationale: Most people resist change, so they do not
habitually look for new jobs.

But Mowday, et al. found that:

If an individual member of an organization begins to show
or demonstrate a definite decline in commitment, it is a
clear warning that a voluntary termination may occur in the
near future. Termination can occur without this decline, but
if it appears it probably has meaning for subsequent
behavior.67
Working conditions
21. Office morale will be seen as a problem by low-status
workers more than high-status ones.

Rationale: This again may boil down to the difference
between bureaucratizers and bureaucratizees.

Also, high-status

bureaucrats tend to be professionals who are isolated or
supervisors who would have to take some responsibility for low
morale.
22. Opposition to unionization will rise with job status.

Rationale: Similar to above, the bureaucratizees are more
likely to feel they need protection from the bureaucratizers than
vice versa.

The supervisors, by contrast, may feel threatened by6
7

66Ibid .
67Ibid., p. 40.
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unions, and professionals may feel restricted by them, according
to stereotype.
23. Opposition to open personnel files will be greatest
among low-status workers.

Rationale: They are the ones getting annual evaluations,
which can be very subjective.

Mid-level supervisors are also

classified employees who face annual evaluations, but they are
more likely to have a personal connection to their boss.

Some

supervisors, however, say they want personnel files closed so
they can be more candid in their evaluations.

Yet supervisors

are expected to be more cognizant of their role as public
servants, so that may make them more willing to support open
records.
24. Support for employer-provided daycare will be
strongest among women workers in their 20s and 30s.

Rationale: These, of course, are the workers most likely
to have young children.

But a 54 percent majority of all

Americans believe employers are obligated to provide daycare and
61 percent of them want the government involved.68

Support for

daycare should be as strong among supervisors as among other
employees, considering its potential for improving morale and
attendance.
25. Employees who smoke will be least supportive of more
smoking restrictions in state offices.

^^Richard Morin, "Bringing Up Baby The Company Way," The
Washington Post National Weekly Edition, 11-17 September 1989.
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Rationale: This seems obvious.

Findings on this issue

may be skewed by the fact many state offices have already banned
smoking.

The findings become more interesting, however, in light

of Gov. George Sinner's April 12, 1990, announcement that smoking
would be banned in the Capitol and all other state office
buildings as of Oct. 1, 1990.69
State employee voting intentions on tax referrals
26. The turnout among state employees will be high.

Rationale: State employees would be highly likely to vote
in an election that could determine whether they keep their jobs,
have their salaries cut, or get subsequent raises.

This pattern

held true in California during its tax revolt in the late 1970s.
The overall turnout on California's Propositions 13 and 4 was
only 30 percent, but 51 percent of the public employees voted. ^0
In North Dakota, state employees were encouraged to vote for the
tax hikes by the Public Employees Association and everyone from
their immediate boss to their ultimate boss, Gov. George Sinner.
27. State employees will vote for the tax hikes in much
greater proportion than the general public.

Rationale: This occurred in California about a decade ago
in votes on three propositions to cut taxes.

Nine of 10

scientific polls showed a majority of all voters supporting the
69The Bismarck Tribune, 13 April 1990.
^David 0. Sears and Jack Citrin, Tax Revolt: Something For
Nothing In California (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1985), p. 153.
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tax cut propositions, but only two polls showed a majority of
public employees in favor of the tax cuts.

The spread between

the public employees’ and the overall public's support for the
tax cuts ranged from 13 to 32 percentage points. 7^

’’Public

employees were strong opponents of the tax revolt," Sears and
Citrin concluded.7
72
1
28.

State employees* support of the tax hikes will rise

with their income, status, and education.

Rationale: This hypothesis is based largely on face
validity, because there has been little if any research on the
subject.

But support for the tax hikes should be greater among

the more satisfied employees, and research has shown satisfaction
to rise with income and status, if not education.

The better

educated, however, may be more likely to support the tax hikes
because they can better understand the complex reasoning behind
them.

Also, most of the tax increase was earmarked for

education.

Presumably, the better educated would still be

interested in, or appreciative of, maintenance of quality
education.

Similarly, education probably played a significant

role in helping those with higher income and status get where
they are today.

The higher paid state employees might have

noblesse oblige tendencies that would lead them to support higher
taxes, which would theoretically redistribute more resources to
the poor.

Alternatively, parsimony might motivate higher income

71Ibid., p. 153.
72Ibid .
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employees to support the tax hikes.

After all, they had more

dollars to lose if their raises were rescinded or they were laid
off due to the defeat of tax hikes.

Those with higher status

also faced the prospect of budget cuts and fewer employees if the
tax hikes failed.
29. The likelihood of state employees trying to persuade
others to vote for the tax hikes will increase with income,
status, and education.

Rationale: State employees with the most to gain from the
tax hikes (or the most to lose from their defeat) presumably
would be willing to work hardest for them.

In California, polls

found that 90 percent of public employees had "talked to friends"
about the tax revolt, compared with 66 percent of the general
public who had done that.

Polls also showed that 34 percent of

the public employees actively participated in the tax campaign,
compared with 26 percent of the general public.73
30. Low-status and low-income state employees will be
more likely to cite waste in state government.

Rationale: State supervisors are less likely to cite
waste as a problem, because they would have to take
responsibility for it, whereas low-status workers do not.

If

lower-income state employees are indeed less likely to vote for
the tax hikes, that may be because they see enough waste and
other reputed bureaucratic ills to dissuade them of the need for
higher taxes.
73Ibid .

Research in California showed that even those
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state employees who supported taxes were not blind to the waste
around them.

According to Sears and Citrin:

Public employees responded to questions concerning their
own employment and wages in an unsurprisingly strong selfinterested way. . . . Nevertheless, public employees' selfinterest was quite narrow and did not extend to any general
defense of the public sector. . . . They were not especially
defensive about government waste; they were no more skeptical
than anyone else about extravagant claims of massive waste in
government.74
In fact, many North Dakota state employees will agree
with the statement, "The way you see state government run, you
cannot blame people for voting against the tax hikes."

Those

employees are also more likely to vote against the tax hikes
themselves, and it stands to reason they are less likely to be
satisfied with their jobs.
These 30 hypotheses will be tested using the survey
instrument presented in the appendix.
will be presented in Chapter V.

74Ibid., pp. 155, 157.

Analysis of the results

CHAPTER

IV

METHODOLOGY
This analysis employed a random-sample telephone survey
to gauge the bureacratic attitudes, experiences, desires, and
satisfaction levels of state employees going into the Dec. 5,
1989, special election.

The survey included 32 closed-end

questions, two open-ended questions, and 13 demographic questions
(See appendix).

All questions were based on the hypotheses

presented in the previous chapter.

A telephone survey was chosen

over other types, such as a self-administered mail survey,
because it was deemed faster and more likely to draw a large
random sample, therefore increasing external validity.

It was

not possible to test internal validity with a pretest or control
group due to the special election at hand, but the results will
be compared to findings from similar studies on bureaucrats,
including a 1970 self-administered survey of North Dakota state
employees.

That sample was not random, nor did it give

respondents a chance to get explanations about questions like
they can during a telephone survey.

Speed was of the essence in

this analysis' survey, because it was purposely taken during a
politically charged period right before the special election.
35
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Voting intentions and work attitudes could change quickly based
on the influence of the myriad campaign ads and media reports
about state government during this period.
The survey was taken Nov. 18-27, 1989.

Respondents were

chosen from a list of 1,000 employees on the state central
payroll.

At the time, that included 5,825 full-time classified,

appointed, and elected employees working in the Capitol and state
agencies throughout North Dakota.

These employees were chosen as

the survey population because most of them fit the Weberian and
popular definitions of bureaucrats better than the other 11,775
state employees who work for higher education, Job Service North
Dakota, or the Bank of North Dakota.

Those agencies undoubtedly

exhibit many bureaucratic characteristics too, but their
bureaucracies are more unique to their own circumstances.

Among

them, only higher education is reliant on tax revenue reduced by
the referrals.

Also, no comprehensive list of their employees

was available.
The list of 1,000 names was generated at random by the
Office of Management and Budget.

Its computer was programmed to

string together the rosters of each agency, then select every
sixth name.

Each agency's roster was alphabetical, but beyond

that, the entire list of names was not alphabetized.

The list

included the phone numbers of all employees who voluntarily
listed them in their personnel files, which are public records.
Addresses were listed for those who did not list phone numbers,
allowing their phone numbers to be obtained through phone books
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or directory assistance.

All 1,000 phone numbers were called at

least once, giving each person on the list an equal chance of
being surveyed.

These calls elicited 317 respondents.

The

overall margin of error for a sample this size is 5.5 percent at
a 95 percent confidence level.^5

That means, for example, that

when 50 percent of the 317 respondents indicated they had worked
in non-bureaucratic jobs, we can be 95 percent confident that
somewhere between 44.5 percent and 55.5 percent of all 5,825
central payroll employees had worked in non-bureaucratic jobs.
Incidentally, some further explanation may be required on
survey question #2, which aims to temporarily screen out
employees who never worked for a non-bureaucratic private company
before working for the state.

The only respondents allowed to

answer the next seven questions on comparisons between their
state job and a past non-bureaucratic job were those who said
they had held a full-time job in a private company with less than
100 employees.

In North Dakota overall, only 32 percent of all

employers have more than 100 workers, and many of those are
governmental organizations.^6

Few firms with more than 100

^This is based on the formula: n=v X z^/E^ where n is the
sample size, v is the variance for a 50-50 split (which is the
case in the subsequent example; other splits, such as 80-20,
narrow the range of probable error), z is the confidence level as
measured in standard deviations, and E is the margin of error.
For this sample then, 317=.25 X (1.96)2/e 2. So E^=.25 X
3.8416/317 and E=.05504. For a sample size of 325 the E drops
only to .05436 and the sample must reach 384 for E to fall to
.05001. Philip Meyer, Precision Journalism (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1973), p. 119.
^Interview with Tom Pederson, Job Service North Dakota, 22
February 1990.
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employees are likely to be non-bureaucratic, because greater size
usually requires more hierarchy, supervision, rules, and
procedures.

Granted, firms with less than 100 employees may also

have bureaucratic characteristics.

But if they are no less

bureaucratic than state government, that should become apparent
by the lack of variability in responses to questions 3-9.
The survey calls were made by 11 interviewers, all
trained in the same manner by the same person.

They were

instructed to stay within the survey script, explain questions if
need be without suggesting answers, and readily accept
respondents' wishes to not answer any question.
were paid $5 an hour by the researchers.

Interviewers

Each bureaucracy survey

took about eight minutes to complete, although the completion
time was stretched to 15-23 minutes by the addition of another
researcher's sexual harassment survey using the same sample.
Future researchers might be interested to know the bureaucracy
survey alone took about 80 person hours to complete at a cost of
about $500, including wages, printing and long distance phone
costs.

Long distance costs were cut substantially by driving to

state government's major centers of employment outside Bismarck
(Jamestown, Grand Forks, Grafton) and making local calls from
there.

The costs quoted do not include the research director's

time while completing or supervising surveys, nor does it count
another 24 person hours required for data entry.

The data were

analyzed with the aid of a statistical software package and
personal computer.

Analyses of the results will be presented in
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the next chapter.

The response frequencies are presented in the

appendix, along with the exact text of the survey.

CHAPTER V

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
By and large, the results of this survey corroborate
other researchers' findings on bureaucracy.

The results also

debunk many of the myths about bureaucracy held by political
pundits and dime store philosophers.

Very few downtrodden,

incapacitated malcontents were found, even in these tough times.
On the next two pages is a summary of how the results
from this project's state employee survey compare to each of the
hypotheses presented in Chapter III.

Listed with each hypothesis

is an indication of whether the survey results coincided with the
predicted direction.

Also listed is the result's contingency

coefficient and significance.

The contingency coefficient

measures the strength of a relationship between two variables, on
a scale from 0 to .75.

The significance measures the likelihood

the survey results occurred by chance.

The social sciences'

standard of proof is .05 significance, which means there is no
more than a 5 percent possibility the result is due to chance.
Any findings with much higher than .05 significance should not be
accepted as reliable.

The analysis of individual hypotheses

begins on page 43.
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Table

Hypothesis

1

(Table #)

Dir?

CC

Sie.

1. On average, state employees will not be
satisfied with their jobs.

No

—

.05

2. Satisfaction increases with income. (2)

Yes

.347

.001

3. Satisfaction increases with job status. (3)

Yes

.328

.01

4. Satisfaction will be high among the young
est workers, lower among those around 30, then
steadily increase with age. (4)

Yes

.287

.10

5. Satisfaction will fall during the first 5
years of work, then rise continually. (5)

Partly .255

.20

6. Satisfaction decreases as education
increases. (6)

No

.329

.05

7. Satisfaction will be higher among those
whose job expectations are being met. (7)

Yes

.424

.001

8. Satisfaction will have no significant
relationship to gender. (11)

Yes

.175

.05

9. Satisfaction will have no significant
relationship to marital status.

Yes

.192

.50

10. Satisfaction will be highest among those
who work in the smallest offices.

No

.216

.80

11. State employees will have been more
satisfied with their best non-bureaucratic job
than with their current job.

No

—

.05

12. Satisfaction will be lower among state
employees who feel more closely supervised now
than in their non-bureaucratic jobs.

No

.280

.40

13. Satisfaction will be lower among state
Yes
employees who see more need for supervision now
than in their non-bureaucratic jobs.

.265

.50

14. Satisfaction will be lower among those who
perceive their state job as having more rules
than non-bureaucratic jobs.

No

.268

.40

15. Satisfaction will be lower among those who
say their state job has less variety than nonbureaucratic jobs. (12)

Yes

.365

.02
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No

.240

.70

17. Satisfaction will be higher for those who
say their state job provides a better standard
of living than non-bureaucratic jobs did. (13)

Yes

.297

.20

18. The oldest (14) and longest-tenured (15)
state employees will be the most committed.

Yes
Yes

.340
.254

.01
.20

19. Commitment to state employment will be
greater among lower status state employees.

No

.211

•

20. State employees with least commitment will
already be looking for new jobs. (16)

Yes

.537

.001

21. Office morale will be seen as a problem by
low-status workers more than high-status. (18)

Yes

.335

.01

22. Opposition to unionization will rise with
job status. (19)

No

.272

.20

23. Opposition to open personnel files will be
greatest among low-status workers. (20)

No

.299

.05

24. Support for daycare benefits will be high
est among women in their 20s and 30s. (21)

Yes

.396

.06

25. Employees who smoke will least support more Yes
smoking restrictions in state offices. (22)

.228

.01

26. Turnout among state employees will be high. Yes

—

.05

27. State employees will vote for tax hikes in
much greater proportion than the public.

Yes

—

.05

28. State employees' support of the tax hikes
will rise with their income (23), status (24),
and education (25).

Yes
Yes
Yes

.251
.348
.267

.02
.001
.05

29. The likelihood of state workers trying to
persuade others to vote for tax hikes will
increase with income (26), status (27), and
education (28).

Yes
Yes
Yes

.223
.231
.254

.01
.01
.01

30. Low-income (29) and low-status (30) state
employees will be more likely to cite waste in
state government.

Yes
No

_____
—

o
00

16. Satisfaction will be greater among those
who see more security in their state job than
in non-bureaucratic jobs.

.05
.05
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1.

On average, state employees will be less than

satisfied with their jobs.

On the contrary, the first and foremost finding of this
survey is that North Dakota's central payroll employees are
satisfied with their jobs— more than average and certainly more
than one would expect based on Marx's theories and the popular
notions of a stultifying, dehumanizing bureaucracy.

On a scale

of 1 to 5, with 5 being most satisfied, nearly 45 percent of the
respondents rated their state job a 4, and the median was 3.3.
That's 10 percent above the midpoint.

Only 9.9 percent fit into

the anti-bureaucracy hypothesis by rating their state jobs below
the midpoint.

That includes just 2.2 percent who classified

themselves as "least satisfied" with their job.

This level of

satisfaction is all the more remarkable considering the survey
was taken at such an adverse time, just before a special election
that amounted to a slap in the face for state government.
Considering those who rated their job a 3, 4, or 5 as
"satisfied," their 90.1 total ranks favorably with other largescale bureaucracy studies, such as the 84 percent job
satisfaction level found by Centers^ and the 87 percent found by
Robinson.7
78
7

The 3.3 median compares favorably to the 2.4 mean

level of satisfaction found 20 years earlier in the only other

77Herzberg et al., Job Attitudes: Review of Research and
Opinion, p . 2.
78Ibid., p. 3.
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known survey of North Dakota state e m p l o y e e s . i n his mail
survey of 423 state employees, Richard Wakefield used a 10-point
scale ranging from very dissatisfied to very satisfied.

Perhaps

his results could be better compared to those on the 5-point
scale used in this survey by interpreting his mean as a 7.4 on a
10-point scale.

That would translate to a 3.7 average on a 5-

point scale.
2. Satisfaction will increase with income.

This hypothesis is supported by the current survey
results, which show 75 percent of those in the top income group
saying they are "most satisfied" or next to the most satisfied
with their jobs (Table 2).

That compares to 62.5 percent of the

lowest income group in those satisfied categories and 52.4
percent of the second-lowest income group.

The median

satisfaction ranking for the lowest income group is 3.2, compared
to 3.6 for both of the two highest income groups.

Furthermore, a

moderately high relationship between income and job satisfaction
is indicated by this cross table’s .347 contingency coefficient
and its remarkable .001 significance.

^ R i c h a r d Louis Wakefield, "Personnel Attitudes of State
Employees of North Dakota" (M.A. thesis, University of North
Dakota, 1970), p. 50. Although the median is a more appropriate
measure of central tendency for ordinal data, Wakefield used a
mean, apparently because his data were hand-tabulated.
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2

JOB SATISFACTION BY INCOME CATEGORY
Under
$1,000

Col %

$1,000$1,600

$1,601$2,500

$2,501$3,300

Over
$3,300

N's

Least
Satisfied:

.0

2.4

1.7

5.6

.0

7

2:

.0

16.9

1.7

2.8

5.0

25

3:

37.5

28.2

25.6

5.6

20.0

77

4:
Most
Satisfied:

25.0

34.7

52.1

61.1

45.0

139

37.5

17.7

18.8

25.0

30.0

65

N *s

16

36

20

124

117

313

3. Satisfaction will increase with job status.

This hypothesis also holds up under testing, with a .328
contingency coefficient showing moderate association at .01
significance.

As Table 3 shows, about 65 percent of the

supervisors, administrators, and professionals rate their jobs in
the top two satisfaction categories, compared with only 52
percent of the clerks and maintenance workers.

Viewed

differently, 14.7 percent of the clerks and 28.5 percent of the
maintenance workers rate their jobs in the two lowest
satisfaction categories, compared to less than 10 percent of the
supervisors, administrators, and professionals who rate their
jobs that low.
4.

Satisfaction will be high among the youngest workers,

lower among those around 30, then steadily increase with age.
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This highly specific hypothesis holds true to a 'T' in
this survey.

The level of satisfaction is high among those in
Table 3
JOB SATISFACTION BY JOB CATEGORY

Super
visor

Col %

Adminis
trator

Profes
sional

Cleri
cal

Mainte
nance

Other

N ’s

Least
Satisfied:

1.4

4.2

.9

2.9

9.5

.0

7

2:

8.2

4.2

6.0

11.8

19.0

8.7

25

3:

17.8

12.5

27.4

32.4

19.0

52.2

78

4:
Most
Satisfied:

49.3

50.0

49.6

23.5

38.1

30.4

141

23.3

29.2

16.2

29.4

14.3

8.7

65

N ’s

73

48

34

21

117

23

316

their 20s with 69 .4 percent rating their jobs in the top two
categories, satisfaction is lowest among those in their 30s with
50.3 percent in the top two categories, then it rises to 68.2
percent of those in their 40s and 68.5 percent of those in their
50s, before leveling off at 60 percent of those in their 60s
(although the sample includes only 10 of these, with none
choosing the two lowest satisfaction categories).

The only

problem with Table 4 is its moderate .287 contingency coefficient
and slightly dicey .10 significance.
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4

JOB S A T I S F A C T I O N BY AGE

Col %

16-19

0-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60 +

Least
Satisfied:

.0

.0

.9

5.5

1.9

.0

7

2:

.0

6.1

11.7

3.3

11.1

.0

25

3: 100.0

24.5

27.0

23.1

18.5

40.0

78

.0

53.1

47.7

41.8

37.0

40.0

141

.0

16.3

12.6

26.4

31.5

20.0

65

91

54

10

4:
Most
Satisfied:
1

N's
5.

49

111

N ’s

316

Satisfaction will fall during the first five years of

work, then rise continually.

This hypothesis is related to the age cycle, but it finds
less support in this survey, because its .20 significance is
unacceptable.

Beyond the lack of significance, Table 5 indicates

satisfaction is very high among those who have worked for the
state less than six months, then it falls precipitously through
the first 10 years of employment— not just the first five— before
rising slightly for those with over 10 years tenure.

Perhaps

next time a survey of North Dakota state employees is done it
should be broken down to track those with 10-20 years tenure and
those with 20-30 years to determine where the satisfaction
incline starts and whether it does rise continually with tenure.
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5

JOB S A T I S F A C T I O N BY JOB TENURE

Under
6 mos.

Col %

6 mos.1 yr.

1-5
years

6-10
years

Over
10 yrs.

N ’s

Least
Satisfied:

.0

4.5

2.2

.0

3.1

7

2:

.0

.0

6.7

16.7

6.2

25

3:

.0

22.7

25.6

21.2

27.9

78

4:
Most
Satisfied:

55.6

63.6

42.2

42.4

43.4

141

44.4

9.1

23.3

19.7

19.4

65

90

66

N ’s

9

22

129

316

6. Satisfaction decreases as education increases.

Despite the findings of Herzberg and others, this
hypothesis is not borne out by North Dakota’s state bureaucrats,
indicating their job satisfaction should not be confused with
blissful ignorance.
education.

Conversely, their satisfaction rises with

Only 50 percent of those with no high school diplomas

picked the top two satisfaction levels, compared to 69.3 percent
of the college graduates and 86.2 percent of those with some
graduate credits.

But that falls to 71.2 percent when they

finish their theses and get their graduate degrees!

Furthermore,

none of the 74 respondents with graduate training or degrees
rated their jobs within the bottom two levels of satisfaction.
These findings, in Table 6, carry an acceptable .05 significance
and a moderate .329 contingency coefficient.
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6

JOB S A T I S F A C T I O N BY EDU C A T I O N

Col %

No di
ploma

H.S.
or GED

Least
Satisfied:

10.0

.0

.0

5.3

2.3

.0

.0

2:

10.0

12.0

11.1

10.5

9.1

.0

.0

3:

30.0

34.0

27.8

25.0

19.3

13.8

28.9

4:
Most
Satisfied:

20.0

24.0

50.0

38.2

53.4

58.6

55.6

30.0

30.0

11.1

21.1

15.9

27.6

15.6

N's (316)

10

50

18

76

88

29

45

7.

H.S. or
Tech.

Some
College

4-yr . Some Grad
degree grad . degree

Satisfaction will be higher among those whose job

expectations are being met.

This hypothesis, based on Vroom’s expectancy theories and
tested by questions 10, 13, and 14 on the survey, is strongly
supported by the results.

Among those who strongly agreed their

job is as good as they expected when they started, 88.3 percent
were in the top two levels of job satisfaction, as were 66.8
percent of those who simply agreed with the statement.

That

compares with only 28.2 percent of those who disagreed and 33.3
percent who strongly disagreed.

Furthermore, these findings in

Table 7 carry a high contingency coefficient of .424 at .001
significance.
The results also show a high degree of support for the
effort-to-performance part of Vroom's expectancy theory.
Confronted with the statement, "No matter how hard you worked,
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Table

7

JOB SATISFACTION BY OVERVALL EXPECTANCY
Strongly
Agree

Col %

Agree

Don’t
Know

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

N ’s

Least
Satisfied:

.0

2.0

.0

5.1

16.7

7

2:

.0

5.9

30.0

25.6

.0

25

3:

11.7

25.2

10.0

41.0

50.0

78

4:
Most
Satisfied:

50.0

47.0

60.0

20.5

33.3

141

38.3

19.8

.0

7.7

.0

66

N ’s

60

202

10

6

39

317

the quality of service provided by your agency would not
improve," 89.2 percent of those who strongly disagreed were in
the top two job satisfaction categories, compared with only 44.5
percent of those who strongly agreed (Table 8).

This also was

significant at .001 with a moderately high .385 contingency
coefficient.
There is less statistical support for Vroom’s
performance-outcome expectancy theory, which yields a .267
contingency coefficient at a questionable .08 significance, but
the direction is consistent (Table 9).

Only eight respondents

strongly agreed they would be rewarded if they did better work,
but all eight of them are in the top two job satisfaction
categories, as are 75.8 percent of the 87 respondents who simply
agreed they would be rewarded.

Conversely, only 43.1 percent of

those who strongly disagreed were in the top two satisfaction
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8

JOB S A T I S F A C T I O N BY E F F O R T - P E R F O R M A N C E E X P E C T A N C Y

Strongly
Agree

Col %

Agree

Don't
Know

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

N's

Least
Satisfied :

11.1

3.8

.0

1.2

.0

7

2:

16.7

19.2

22.2

2.4

2.2

25

3:

27.8

30.8

33.3

25.5

8.7

78

4:
Most
Satisfied:

27.8

34.6

22.2

49.7

52.2

140

16.7

11.5

22.2

21.2

37.0

66

N's

18

78

9

165

46
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levels, as were 61.5 percent of those who simply disagreed.

The

lower statistical support for this table might result from the
deliberate ambiguity of the question.

Some respondents indicated

the only kind of "reward" they valued was monetary during this
time when they were being threatened with pay cuts and layoffs
due to the referrals.

This survey, however, deliberately avoided

making a distinction between monetary rewards and other kinds.
That may be a subject for further research.
As a final, more parochial, test of expectancy theory,
the survey stated: "State employees cannot make state government
work.

That's up to the Legislature."

Although only 27.3 percent

agreed or strongly agreed with this obviously negative statement,
Table 10 shows they were much less likely to be satisfied with
their jobs than were respondents who disagreed or strongly
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9

JOB S A T I S F A C T I O N BY P E R F O R M A N C E - O U T C O M E EXPEC T A N C Y

Strongly
Agree

Col %

Agree

Don't
Know

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

N ’s

Least
Satisfied:

.0

1.1

.0

2.7

2.7

7

2:

.0

3.4

.0

9.6

16.2

25

3:

.0

19.5

23.5

37.8

24.8

78

4:
Most
Satisfied:

62.5

47.1

52.9

43.4

35.1

140

37.5

28.7

23.5

18.1

8.1

65

87

17

166

N's

8

disagreed.

37

315

This finding had a moderate .292 contingency

coefficient at .05 significance.
Table 10
JOB SATISFACTION BY DEPENDENCE ON THE LEGISLATURE
Strongly
Agree

Col %

Agree

Don’t
Know

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

N ’s

Least
Satisfied:

.0

5.0

3.3

.6

2.2

7

2:

16.7

16.3

6.7

4.5

4.4

25

3:

50.0

22.5

23.3

27.3

13.3

76

4:
Most
Satisfied:

16.7

40.0

46.7

48.7

42.2

141

16.7

16.3

20.0

18.8

37.8

66

80

30

N ’s

6

154

45

315

8. Satisfaction will have no significant relationship to
gender
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Actually, the significance for this cross-tabulation
turned out to be .05, but the contingency coefficient is a weak
.175.

Table 11 shows scant support for Mowday, Porter, and

Steers' theory that women are more satisfied with their jobs than
men because they had to work harder for them.

In this survey,

69.3 percent of the women were in the top two levels of job
satisfaction, compared with 60.4 percent of the men.
Table 11
JOB SATISFACTION BY GENDER
Col %

Female

Male

N's

Least
Satisfied:

.6

4.0

7

2:

6.6

9.4

25

3:

23.5

26.2

78

4:
Most
Satisfied:

43.4

45.6

140

25.9

14.8

65

N's

166

149

315

Originally, however, Mowday, et al. theorized that women
are more committed to their jobs than men.

This survey produced

absolutely no support for theory, yielding an unacceptable .95
significance for the cross table between commitment and gender.
9.

Satisfaction will have no significant relationship to

marital status.

This is confirmed by this survey.

The cross table

between job satisfaction and marital status was statistically
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percent of those who saw more need for supervision in their nonbureaucratic jobs.

But that difference may well be due to mere

chance, because the significance is an unacceptable .50.

Again,

the results do not even support the stereotype about the
incapcitating effect of bureaucracy.

They are within the sub

sample’s margin of error, with 40.8 percent saying they saw more
need for supervision of their state co-workers, but 37.6 percent
saying their private sector co-workers needed more supervision.
14. Satisfaction will be lower among those who perceive
their state job as having more rules than non-bureaucratic jobs.

By a margin of 76.7 percent to 13.8 percent, North Dakota
bureaucrats say their state job has more rules governing their
behavior than their best private, non-bureaucratic job ever did.
This majority, which far exceeds the sample's margin of error,
holds for all job categories, too.

The overall hypothesis,

however, is not supported by the results.

The relationship

between satisfaction and rules was statistically insignificant.
15. Satisfaction will be lower among those who say their
state job has less variety than non-bureaucratic jobs.

This hypothesis is supported by the results in Table 12,
which are significant at .02 with a moderately high .365
contingency coefficient.

Among those who said their private

sector jobs offered more variety, 18.9 percent ranked in the
bottom two levels of satisfaction in regard to their current
state job, compared to only 3.3 percent of those who said their
state job offers more variety.
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12

JOB S A T I S F A C T I O N BY WHICH JOB HAD MORE VARIETY?

Col %

DON’T
KNOW

STATE

PRIVATE

Least
Satisfied:

1.1

5.7

.0

.0

4

2:

2.2

13.2

8.3

.0

10

3:

23.7

32.1

16.7

.0

41

4:
Most
Satisfied:

51.6

41.5

25.0

100.0

74

21.5

7.5

50.0

.0

30

N ’s

93

53

SAME

12

1

N ’s

159

The results also contradict the stereotype that
bureaucratic jobs offer less variety than non-bureaucratic jobs.
A clear majority of 58.5 percent said their current state job
offers more variety than their best non-bureaucratic job,
compared with 33.3 percent who felt the other way around.

But

when broken down by job category, the cross table yields an
unacceptable significance of .20.

Even if it had been

significant, the results indicate maintenance workers found more
variety in their private sector jobs, while clerks were evenly
divided on the question.

Only those with more autonomy—

supervisors, administrators, and professionals— seemed to have
found more variety in their state jobs.
16.

Satisfaction will be greater among those who see more

security in their state job than in non-bureaucratic jobs.
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insignificant.

There also was no statistically significant

difference in satisfaction among married workers who would use
daycare benefits and those who would not.
10. Satisfaction will be highest among those who work in
the smallest offices.

This hypothesis, based on the stereotypical linkage
between "big" and "bureaucracy," has been refuted in many
studies, including this one.

In a study of 25 varied

organizations, Hall found a .252 association, at .06
significance, between size and degree of bureaucracy,^

The

significance in this North Dakota study, however, is an
unacceptable .80.
11. State employees will have been more satisfied with
their best non-bureaucratic job than with their current job.

This hypothesis, also based on stereotype, is wrong by
more than a 2-to-l margin, according to the response percentages
to question 3 of this survey.

Out of 157 respondents who had

worked for a private company with less than 100 employees, 58.6
preferred their present state job, 15.9 percent said both jobs
were equally satisfying, and only 24.8 percent liked their
private sector job better.

These results come straight from

frequency tabulations, not cross tables, so no chi-square or
contingency coefficient can be computed.

Also, because this

comes from a 157-respondent sub-sample of the survey's 317

^Richard Hall, "A Note on Bureaucracy and Its Correlates,"
American Journal of Sociology (November 1966):270.
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respondents, the margin of error at .05 significance rises from
5.5 percent to 7.82 percent.

Still, with such a large gap as on

this question, we can be confident that a majority of all 5,825
central payroll employees like their present jobs better than any
private sector job they may have had.
12. Satisfaction will be lower among state employees who
feel more closely supervised now than in their non-bureaucratic
jobs.

This hypothesis is not supported by the survey of North
Dakota state bureaucrats.

The significance for this cross table

is an unacceptable .40, possibly because the sub-sample of 158
state employees who had non-bureaucratic jobs is too small.
Moreover, this survey does not even substantiate the
stereotype that bureaucrats are supervised more closely than non
bureaucrats.

Although 42.4 percent said they were supervised

more closedly in their state job, compared to 38 percent who
cited their private sector job, that difference is within the
margin of error for the 158-person sub-sample.

Furthermore, a

cross table breaking down the respondents by job status does not
produce statistically significant results.
13. Satisfaction will be lower among state employees who
see more need for supervision now than in their non-bureaucratic
jobs.

This result is in the predicted direction, with 14
percent of those who saw more need for supervision in their state
job being in the two least satisfied categories, compared to 5.1
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Despite the threat of referral-induced layoffs, a clear
majority of 67.7 percent felt their state job offered more
security than their non-bureaucratic jobs, while only 14.6
percent saw more security in the private sector.

But that did

not translate into a statistically significant difference in
satisfaction for those who felt secure in their state job.
17. Satisfaction will be higher among those who say their
state job provides a better standard of living than their nonbureaucratic jobs did.

This hypothesis is not supported by the results, because
its significance with this size sample is an unacceptable .20.
But the direction is as predicted, with 70.8 percent of those who
make a better living from their state job in the top two levels
of satisfaction, compared with 51.3 percent of those who made a
better living in non-bureaucratic jobs (Table 13).

In general, a

clear majority of 60.8 percent said state government has given
them the better standard of living, compared with 25.9 percent
who made more in the private sector.
18. The oldest and longest-tenured state employees will
be the most committed.

This hypothesis is substantiated on both counts.

As

Table 14 shows, 70.4 percent of those in their 50s agreed they
were "committed to working for the state for a long time to
come," compared with 56.3 percent of those in their 20s.

This

came with a moderately high .340 contingency coefficient at .01
signif icance.
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Table

13

JOB SATISFACTION BY WHICH JOB GAVE BETTER STANDARD OF LIVING?

Col %

DON’T
KNOW

STATE

PRIVATE

Least
Satisfied :

1.0

7.3

.0

.0

4

2:

3.1

14.6

5.6

.0

10

3:

25.0

26.8

27.8

33.3

41

4:
Most
Satisfied:

47.9

41.5

44.4

66.7

73

22.9

9.8

22.2

.0

30

N ’s

96

SAME

41

18

N ’s

3

158

Table 14
COMMITTED TO WORKING FOR THE STATE— BY AGE
Col %

16-19

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+

N's

Strongly
Agree

.0

16.7

6.3

9.9

7.4

.0

28

Agree

.0

39.6

47.7

56.0

63.0

10.0

158

100.0

12.5

9.9

9.9

1.9

20.0

30

Disagree

.0

22.9

31.5

22.0

27.8

70.0

88

Strongly
Disagree :

.0

8.3

4.5

2.2

.0

.0

11

DK

N ’s

1

48

111

91

54

10

315

The cross table on tenure and commitment had an
unacceptable .20 significance, but the direction was correct
(Table 15).

Of those who had worked for the state over 10 years,

67.4 percent agreed they were committed to their jobs, compared

60

with 40.9 percent of those who had worked for the state between
six months and one year.

As predicted by Herzberg, those with

less than six months were also more likely to be committed to
their jobs, at 66.7 percent.
Table 15
COMMITTED TO WORKING FOR STATE — BY JOB TENURE

Col %

Under
6 mos.

6 mos.1 yr.

1-5
years

6-10
years

Over
10 yrs.

N ’s

Strongly
Agree
:

11.1

13.6

5.6

12.2

8.5

28

Agree

:

55.6

27.3

42.7

50.0

58.9

158

DK

:

.0

18.2

13.5

7.6

7.0

30

Disagree :

22.2

31.8

32.6

27.3

24.8

88

Strongly
Disagree :

11.1

9.1

5.6

3.0

.8

11

N's

9

22

89

66

315

129

19. Commitment to state employment will be greater among
lower-status state employees.

This hypothesis is not supported by the results.

The

significance for this relationship is an unacceptable .80 and the
direction is inconsistent.
20. State employees with the least commitment to their
work will already be looking for new jobs.

This hypothesis is strongly supported by this survey,
which indicates the variables are measuring somewhat the same
thing.

With a high contingency coefficient of .537 at .001
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with 40.9 percent of those who had worked for the state between
six months and one year.

As predicted by Herzberg, those with

less than six months were also more likely to be committed to
their jobs , at 66.7 percent.
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COMMITTED TO WORKING FOR STATE— BY JOB TENURE

Col %

Under
6 mo s .

6 mos.1 yr .

1-5
years

6-10
years

Over
10 yrs.

N ’s

Strongly
Agree
:

11.1

13.6

5.6

12.2

8.5

28

Agree

:

55.6

27.3

42.7

50.0

58.9

158

DK

:

.0

18.2

13.5

7.6

7.0

30

Disagree :

22.2

31.8

32.6

27.3

24.8

88

Strongly
Disagree :

11.1

9.1

5.6

3.0

.8

11

N 's

9

22

89

66

315

129

19. Commitment to state employment will be greater among
lower-status state employees.

This hypothesis is not supported by the results.

The

significance for this relationship is an unacceptable .80 and the
direction is inconsistent.
20. State employees with the least commitment to their
work will already be looking for new jobs.

This hypothesis is strongly supported by this survey,
which indicates the variables are measuring somewhat the same
thing.

With a high contingency coefficient of .537 at .001
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significance, Table 16 shows that 96.7 percent of those who
strongly disagreed that they were looking for new jobs were
indeed committed to the state, and so were 59 percent of those
who merely disagreed that they were job hunting.

Only 30 percent

of those who strongly agreed they were seeking new jobs also said
they were committed to state employment.

Conversely, 70 percent

of the definite job seekers said they were not committed to their
current jobs and only 3.3 percent of those who are definitely not
looking for work are also not committed to their state jobs.
Table 16
COMMITTED TO STATE— BY OUTSIDE JOB SEEKING

Col %

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Don’t
Know

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

N ’s

Strongly
Agree
:

20.0

1.9

.0

4.5

46.7

27

Agree

:

10.0

38.5

100.0

54.5

50.0

158

DK

:

.0

5.8

.0

12.2

.0

30

Disagree :

30.0

48.1

.0

27.0

3.3

89

Strongly
Disagree :

40.0

5.8

.0

1.8

.0

11

N's

10

52

1

222

30

315

Table 17 goes on to show commitment to state employment
would be hurt by defeat of the tax hikes.

Among those who

strongly agreed they would seek work if the tax hikes were struck
down, the level of commitment was exactly split with 48.3 percent
saying they felt committed to their state jobs and 48.3 percent
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not previously committed.

Among those who simply agreed they

would start (or step up) looking for work if the tax hikes
failed, fully 50 percent had been committed to their state jobs,
compared to 37.8 percent who were not committed.

These findings

also have a high contingency coefficient of .421 at .001
significance.
Table 17
COMMITTED TO STATE— BY OUTSIDE JOB SEEKING IF TAXES FAIL

Col %

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree
:

Agree

Don't
Know

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

N's

6.9

2.4

5.4

10.1

46.7

27

Agree

:

41.4

47.6

43.3

55.7

38.5

155

DK

:

3.4

12.2

16.2

8.7

.0

30

Disagree :

27.6

36.6

29.7

24.8

7.7

87

Strongly
Disagree :

20.7

1.2

5.4

.7

7.7

11

N's

29
21.

82

37

149

13

310

Office morale will be seen as a problem by low-status

workers more than high-status ones.

This hypothesis is supported by the data, with 52.4
percent of the maintenance workers seeing morale as a problem,
compared to 31.5 percent of the supervisors and only 25.1 percent
of the administrators.

But apparently more professionals (39.7

percent) than clerical workers (38.1 percent) saw morale as a
problem.

That difference is within the survey’s margin of error,
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but overall, Table 18 is significant at .01 with a moderate
contingency coefficient of .335.

Perhaps professionals were down

because they were closest to the citizens who could be hurt by
the tax referrals.
Table 18
MORALE IS NOT A PROBLEM N0W--BY JOB CATEGORY
Super
visor

Col %
Strongly
Agree
:

Admin .

Prof.

Clerk

Maint.

Other

N's

.0

6.3

6.9

8.8

.0

.0

14

Agree

:

31.5

18.8

32.8

29.4

52.4

13.0

94

DK

:

4.1

2.1

.0

.0

.0

8.7

6

Disagree :

38.4

62.5

44.0

41.2

28.6

43.5

139

Strongly
Disagree :

26.0

10.4

16.4

20.6

19.0

34.8

62

N ’s

73

48

34

21

23

22 .

Opposition

116
to

unionization

will

rise

with

315
job

status.

This hypothesis was not supported by the survey results.
The significance was an unacceptable .20 and as Table 19 shows,
maintenance workers were even more likely than supervisors to
disagree with the need for a state employees union.

Clerical

workers, however, were exactly split on unionization, with
support and opposition both at 41.2 percent.
23.

Opposition to open personnel files will be greatest

among low-status workers.
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This hypothesis is not supported by the results, although
55.9 percent of the clerical workers did oppose open personnel
Table 19
YOU'D PAY $10 A MONTH FOR A REAL UNION --BY JOB CATEGORY
Super
visor

Col %
Strongly
Agree
:

Admin .

Prof .

Clerk

Maint .

Other

N's

9.7

4.3

6.0

2.9

9.5

8.7

21

Agree

:

26.4

27.7

35.9

38.2

28.6

39.1

102

DK

:

12.5

.0

7.7

17.6

4.8

17.4

29

Disagree :

41.7

48.9

37.6

41.2

47.6

30.4

128

Strongly
Disagree :

9.7

19.1

12.8

.0

9.5

4.3

34

N's
files.

72

47

117

34

21

23

314

Opposition was even higher, however, among supervisors

(61.4 percent) and professionals (58.2 percent), with
administrators close behind (53.2 percent).

Moreover, 66.7 of

the maintenance workers wanted to keep personnel files open.

The

hypothesis is supported by the 82.6 percent in the "other"
category who want closed personnel files.

Further analysis shows

that group was comprised mainly of low-status patient attendants
at the State Developmental Center and the State Hospital.
Overall, Table 20 has a moderate .299 contingency coefficient at
an acceptable .05 significance.
24.

Support for employer-provided daycare will be

strongest among women workers in their 20s and 30s.
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This hypothesis is supported by the results in Table 21.
It shows 67.6 percent of women in their 20s believe the state
Table 20
PERSONNEL FILES SHOULD BE CLOSED— BY JOB CATEGORY

Col %

Super
visor

Admin.

Strongly
Agree
:

16.4

14.9

10.3

11.8

Agree

:

45.2

38.3

47.9

DK

:

6.8

6.4

Disagree :

31.5

Strongly
Disagree :

.0

N's

73

Other

N's

4.8

4.3

37

44.1

23.8

78.3

145

9.4

14.7

4.8

8.7

27

36.2

29.9

29.4

61.9

4.3

99

4.3

2.6

.0

4.8

4.3

7

47

Prof.

117

Clerk

34

Maint.

21

23

315

should pay at least part of employees' daycare costs, compared to
23.3 percent of women in their 50s.

It is women in their 30s who

show the second most desire for daycare benefits at 41 percent,
but a 48.2 percent plurality of women in the 30s oppose spending
state money on daycare.

The contingency coefficient for this

table is a moderately high .396 at a marginally acceptable .06
significance.

The pattern is generally the same among men, but

the significance for that sub-sample is an unacceptable .70.
25.

Employees who smoke will be least supportive of more

smoking restrictions in state offices.

This hypothesis is supported by the data, which show only
11.2 percent of the smokers see the need for more restrictions
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Table

21

STATE SHOULD PAY PART OF DAY CARE — BY AGE
Col %

50-59

60+

7.5

.0

.0

14

33.9

20.0

23.3

25.0

52

11.8

10.7

12.5

26.7

.0

23

.0

17.6

46.4

57.5

43.3

75.0

71

.0

2.9

1.8

2.5

6.7

.0

5

16-19

20-29

30-39

40-49

.0

20.6

7.1

Agree

: 100.0

47.1

DK

:

.0

Disagree :
Strongly
Disagree :

Strongly
Agree
:

N ’s

1

34

56

40

30

4

N's

165

on smoking , compared to 26.8 percent of the non-smokers (Tabl e
22).

But even among the non-smokers, 66.2 percent see no need

for further smoking restrictions, indicating the state has done a
fairly good job of implementing the Clean Indoor Act of 1987,
which restricts smoking to designated areas in all government
buildings (and other public places).

This also indicates Gov.

George Sinner acted to ban smoking in state office buildings
without a groundswell of support from state employees.

The

contingency coefficient for this table is a moderately low .228
at .01 significance.
26. The turnout among state employees will be high.

This appears to be true, with 93.5 percent saying they
"definitely" planned to vote in the special election.

That’s far

greater than the actual statewide turnout of 53 percent, which
was a state record for special elections.
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22

MORE SMOKING RESTRICTIONS ARE NEEDED— DO YOU SMOKE?
Col %

Yes

No

N ’s

Strongly
Agree:

2.2

7.2

18

Agree:

9.0

19.8

52

4.5

6.8

19

Disagree:

66.3

59.9

192

Strongly
Disagree:

18.0

6.3

30

DK:

N ’s

89
27.

222

311

State employees will vote for the tax hikes in much

greater proportion than the general public.

This hypothesis is supported by comparing the data to
final vote counts on the tax measures.

When surveyed, 84.2

percent of the state employees said they would vote for the sales
tax hike, but that measure only won 46.5 percent of the overall
vote on Dec. 5.

Similarly, 80.1 percent of the state employees

said they would vote for the income tax hike, which garnered just
39.4 percent of the final vote, and 74.5 percent of state
employees said they’d vote for the gas tax hike, which received
40.4 percent of the vote overall.81

All of the differences are

well beyond the survey's margin of error.

81-All special election vote percentages were calculated from
totals listed in the North Dakota Official Abstract of Votes
Cast, printed in The Bismarck Tribune, 15 January 1990.
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After the election, some pundits said many state
employees in Bismarck must have defected at the last minute to
vote against the tax hikes, because none of the tax measures
carried more than 40 percent of the vote in Burleigh County.

But

that was still 10,437 votes, which is substantially more than the
3,850 total number of state employees (including those at
Bismarck State College) who live in Burleigh County.
28.

State employees' support of the tax hikes will rise

with their income, status, and education.

This hypothesis is supported by the survey results on all
three counts.

As Table 23 shows, support for the income tax hike

(which was in the middle of the three tax hikes for drawing state
employee support) rose consistently with income before dipping
somewhat for the highest income group.

This finding was

significant at .02 with a moderate .251 contingency coefficient.
Table 23
VOTING FOR OR AGAINST TAXES — BY INCOME CATEGORY
Under
$1,000

Col %

$1,000$1,600

$1,601$2,500

$2,501$3,300

Over
$3,300

N's

For

:

63.6

72.6

86.1

94.1

78.9

218

Against

:

18.2

20.8

6.9

5.9

21.1

37

DK

:

18.2

6.6

6.9

.0

5.9

16

N's

11

106

101

34

82The Bismarck Tribune, 1 October 1989.

19

271
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Similarly, Table 24 shows support for the income tax hike
generally rose with status.

The exception was professionals, who

showed less support for the tax hike than clerks.

This came with

a moderately high .348 contingency coefficient at .001
significance.
Table 24
VOTING FOR OR AGAINST TAXES— BY JOB CATEGORY

Col %

Super
visor

Admin.

Prof.

Clerk

Maint.

Other

N'

For

:

84.4

95.7

79.8

83.3

62.5

47.6

218

Against

:

14.1

2.1

15.2

8.3

31.3

23.8

37

DK

:

1.6

2.1

5.1

8.3

6.3

28.6

16

64

N's

47

99

24

16

21

271

Lastly, Table 25 shows support for the income tax hike
rose quite consistently with education.

Interestingly, a

majority of those with no high school diploma actually opposed
the tax hike, but this sub-sample only included seven
respondents.

Overall, the cross table had a moderate .267

contingency coefficient with an acceptable .05 significance.
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25

VOTING FOR OR AGAINST TAXES— BY EDUCATION
—

---

Col %

No di
ploma

H.S.
or GED

H.S. or
Tech.

Some
College

4-y r. Some Grad
degree grad . degree

For

:

42.9

71.4

64.3

81.8

84.6

82.6

90.2

Against

:

57.1

19.0

21.4

10.6

11.5

13.0

7.3

DK

:

.0

9.5

14.3

7.6

3.8

4.3

2.4

N's (271)

7

42

14

66

78

23

41

29. The likelihood of state employees tryinjg to persuade
others to vote for the tax hikes will increase with income,
status, and education.

Again, this hypothesis is supported by the <lata on all
three counts, although the relationships are slightly weaker.

On

income, for instance, the contingency coefficient is a moderately
low .223, but the significance is still .01.

Table 26 shows the

same pattern as Table 23, with the percentage of those trying to
persuade others on the tax hikes rising steadily with income
before dropping off in the highest income bracket.

Notably, slim

Table 26
PERSUADING OTHERS TO VOTE LIKE YOU— BY INCOME CATEGORY

= = = = = =;=;=r=:= = = = =;= = = =;= = = =r= = =r= = =r=:= = = =:= = = = = = = = = =:= = = = = = = =:= = = = = = =:= = = = = = =
Col %

Under
$1,000

$1,000$1,600

$1,601$2,500

$2,501$3,300

Over
$3,300

N's

Yes

:

41.7

48.3

63.0

80.6

68.4

172

No

:

58.3

51.7

37.0

19.4

31.6

121

N's

:

12

36

19

293

118

108
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majorities of those in the bottom two income brackets were not
trying to influence anyone else's votes, indicating what the
election results proved: the pro-tax campaign lacked grassroots
support.
The pattern also held for job status, as Table 27 shows.
Again note that slim majorities in the lower-income clerical and
maintenance categories did not try to influence votes.
Similarly, the contingency coefficient for this cross table is a
moderately low .231 at .01 significance.
Table 27
PERSUADING OTHERS TO VOTE LIKE YOU— BY JOB CATEGORY

Col %

Super
visor

Admin.

Prof.

Clerk

Maint.

Other

N'

Yes

:

61.2

76.6

60.0

41.4

47.6

33.3

172

No

:

38.8

23.4

40.0

58.6

52.4

66.7

123

67

47

29

21

21

295

N's

110

The relationship is slightly stronger between the
variables on education and vote influencing, with a .254
contingency coefficient at .01 significance.

Perhaps this

indicates those with less education felt they lacked the
eloquence or influence to persuade anyone to vote their way.
Table 28 indicates a vast majority of state employees without
high school diplomas did not try to influence other voters,
although this sub-sample contains only nine respondents.

The

sub-samples regarding high school graduates and those with some
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college are also too small to indicate definitive majorities in
this matter.
Table 28
PERSUADING OTHERS TO VOTE LIKE YOU--BY EDUCATION
No di
ploma

Col %

H.S.
or GED

H.S. or
Tech.

Some
College

4-yr . Some Grad
degree grad . degree

Yes

:

22.2

46.8

37.5

50.7

69.9

73.1

67.4

No

:

77.8

53.2

62.5

49.3

30.1

26.9

32.6

47

16

71

83

26

43

N's (295)

9

30. Low-status and low-income state employees will be
more likely to cite waste in state government.

The data indicate this may be true for low-income state
employees (Table 29), but not low-status ones (Table 30).

Both

sub-samples, however, are too narrow for computing significance
or contingency coefficients.
As in California, many of the North Dakota employees see
waste and mismanagement in state government.

When asked to name

"the one biggest problem in North Dakota state government right
now," a plurality of 30 percent cited various forms of waste,
without prompting.
lack of revenue.

Less than half as many (14.7 percent), cited
And even though 75-85 percent of the state

employees were voting for the tax hikes, 40.5 percent agreed that
they could "not blame people for voting against the tax hikes."
That statement, in fact, emerged as a strong predictor of how an
employee would vote.
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29

INCOME BY STATE WASTE CITED
Col %

Waste cited

N's

Under $1,000:

1.1

1

$1,000-1,600:

51.1

45

$1,601-2,500:

33.0

29

$2,501-3,300:

8.0

7

Over

6.8

6

$3,300:

N's

88

88
Table 30

JOB CATEGORY BY WASTE CITED
Col %

Waste cited

N's

Supervisor:

25.6

23

Administrator:

12.2

11

Professional:

36.7

33

Clerical:

8.9

8

6.7

6

10.0

9

Maintenance:
Other:
N ’s

88

88

As Table 31 shows, only 40 percent of those who strongly
agreed with that statement intended to vote for the income tax
hike, compared to 93.5 percent of those who strongly disagreed.
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This cross table had a moderately high contingency coefficient of
.328 at .001 significance.
Table 31
VOTING FOR OR AGAINST TAX HIKE— BY CAN'T BLAME 'NO' VOTERS
Strongly
Agree

Agree

For:

40.0

70.3

66.7

89.8

93.5

218

Against:

50.0

19.8

20.0

7.4

2.2

35

10.0

9.9

13.3

2.8

4.3

17

Col %

DK:
N's

10

Don't
Know

Disagree

15

91

108

Strongly
Disagree

46

N's

270

Table 32 shows that those who cited waste as the biggest
problem in state government were slightly less satisfied than
other state employees.

Their median satisfaction level was 3.2,

compared to 3.3 for the entire sample.
Table 32
JOB SATISFACTION— BY WASTE CITED
Col %

Waste cited

N's

Least Satisfied:

3.3

3

2:

12.2

11

3:

25.6

23

4:

40.0

36

Most Satisfied:

18.9

17

88

88

N's

75

Finally, Tables 33 and 34 show the cognitive dissonance
felt by some state employees who saw problems in state
government.

Table 33 shows a plurality of 42.9 percent of the

least-satisfied state employees agreed they could not blame
others for voting against the tax hikes.

Nevertheless, 66.7

percent of those least-satisfied employees planned to cast their
own ballots for the income tax hike (Table 34).

Moreover, 79.2

percent of the next-least-satisfied employees would not blame
others for voting "No" on the tax hikes, but 65 percent of them
intended to vote "Yes."

Of those at the midpoint on the

satisfaction scale, 52.6 percent wouldn't blame others for voting
"No," but 75 percent of them were voting "Yes."

In other words,

a lot of state workers were fighting for jobs they didn't
particularly like, with an employer they didn't respect.
Table 33
CAN'T BLAME 'NO' VOTERS— BY JOB SATISFACTION
Least
Satisfied

Col%

2

3

4

Most
Satisfied

N's

Strongly
Agree:

.0

16.7

6.4

2.2

4.5

15

Agree:

42.9

62.5

46.2

28.8

27.3

112

14.3

.0

6.4

5.0

10.6

20

Disagree:

28.6

16.7

33.3

44.6

37.9

119

Strongly
Disagree:

14.3

4.2

7.7

19.4

19.7

48

DK:

N's

7

24

78

139

66

314

76
Table

34

VOTING FOR OR AGAINST TAX HIKE— BY JOB SATISFACTION
Least
Satisfied

Col%

2

4

3

Most
Satisfied

N ’s

For:

66.7

65.0

75.0

85.6

80.7

218

Against:

33.3

25.0

18.8

7.2

15.8

37

.0

10.0

6.3

7.2

3.5

17

DK:
N's

6

20

64

125

57

272

Table 33 is significant at .01 with a .326 contingency
coefficient.

The .15 significance on Table 34 is unacceptable,

perhaps because the sample size was reduced by 45 respondents who
declined to say which way they intended to vote on the income
tax.

The relationship, however, bears further testing, because

the tentative finding is in the predicted direction.
The next chapter will present several recommendations for
North Dakota state government, based on the analyses in this
chapter,

CHAPTER VI

RECOMMENDATIONS
Three glaring problems for state government emerged from
the survey findings:
1) Low morale among most state employees. A majority of 63.9
percent said morale was a problem in their office.
2) Preceived waste in state government. Without prompting, a
full 30 percent named various forms of waste as the biggest
problem in state government.
3) Lack of understanding between the public and state
government. Although only 11.7 percent chose this as state
government's biggest problem, it undoubtedly would have
weighed more heavily in a post-election survey.
Also, the wide discrepancy between the election results
and the voting intentions that state employees indicated in this
pre-election survey shows a lack of consensus between those
inside and outside state government.
may be part of the problem.

Bureaucratic stereotypes

The extent to which North Dakota

taxpayers subscribe to these stereotypes should be quantified by
further research, because to the extent they do, they largely
misperceive state employees, according to the results of this
survey.

Most state employees, for instance, are more satisfied

with their current jobs than with their best non—bureaucratic
jobs, and most find more variety in their state job.
77
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The special election outcome probably exacerbated all
three of the major problems facing state government.

It would

take another survey to be sure, but it seems likely morale fell
even further when layoffs became a reality, unless state
employees had expected even worse consequences.

Similarly, the

election results probably confirmed state employees' suspicions
that they were misunderstood by other taxpayer-voters.

Even Gov

George Sinner concluded that voters were "confused" after he
looked at the returns on election night.83

Lastly, the election

results— and complaints about subsequent program cuts— indicate
most taxpayer-voters truly believed there was massive waste in
state government.

It is even possible the overwhelming anti-tax

vote persuaded more state employees there was waste in their
midst.

After all, 150,000 North Dakotans can't be wrong, can

they?
There are short-term and long-term costs to low employee
morale, waste in state government, and taxpayer misunderstand
ings.

Among the potential short-term costs are lower attendance

and productivity, diversion of scarce resources, and increased
resistance to programs.

The long-term costs may include high

turnover, budget deficits, and more referrals.
Therefore, the overall recommendations for state
government are obvious: raise employee morale, cut waste and the
perception thereof, and increase understanding between
taxpayer-voters and state employees, including elected officials
8^The Bismarck Tribune, 6 December 1989.
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The question is: How?

It is beyond the scope of this project to

devise the complete solution.

That must ultimately come from

statewide officials, legislators, and bureaucrats, with the
advice and consent of taxpayers.

Following, however, are some

specific suggestions resulting from this project's research and
findings.

Ways to implement and evaluate them are included.
Methods to raise employee morale

1) Offer more non-monetary rewards.
2) Allow the option of collective bargaining.
3) Concentrate on retaining the best state employees through
job enrichment.
On variable 14, a 64.4 percent majority of state
employees said they did not believe they would be rewarded if
they did better work.

The question did not specify whether the

reward would be monetary or not.

Those who asked were told it

was up to them to decide what would constitute a reward.

More

study would be needed to determine how many employees would only
value monetary rewards.

But given the state's financial

condition, non-monetary rewards are probably the only ones
available for use as regular morale boosters.
In March, when a private sector member of the Governor's
Cost Reduction Commission asked what non-monetary rewards the
state offers its employees, none of the half-dozen officials on
hand could name one.

Actually, there is the Governor's Award for

Excellence in Public Service, which has been awarded semi
annually since January 1986.

As of March 30, 1990, the award had
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been presented to 18 state employees, ranging from secretaries to
division h e a d s . T h i s

is a commendable start, but it needs to

be broadened and deepened.

Benefits from the governor's award

could be extended to all state employees, and ultimately to all
taxpayers, if the governor's press secretary could coax the media
into doing feature stories about each recipient.

This would give

state employees rank-and-file role models, while other taxpayers
would get a chance to read, see, and hear about a lfLving,
breathing bureaucrat who put their dollars to good use.
The key to coaxing these stories out of the media would
be for the governor's press secretary to write a release with
more than just the usual accolades and facts about the
recipient's state career.

Those would be secondary to showing

(not just telling) how this employee has provided public service
beyond the call of duty.

That release could be given to

reporters ahead of time, so they could prepare compelling stories
for the day the employee receives the award from the governor.
This would undoubtedly eliminate the pseudo-surprise of the
current award method, but it would make the award a more
efficient morale booster, because it would extend benefits far
beyond the recipient.
This effort need not be confined to twice a year.

All

state employees should always be encouraged to point out
outstanding instances of public service to their supervisor or

^Interview with Robert Jansen, Gov. George Sinner's press
secretary, Bismarck, North Dakota, 2 April 1990.
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public information officer, if their agency has one.

Employees

should even be encouraged to call reporters directly and "snitch"
on someone who is doing good instead of bad, or "leak"
information that is positive instead of negative.

Ideally, they

could anticipate dramatic or quintessential meetings between
public servants and the clients they help, then notify reporters
so they could be on hand.

Where this might be constrained by

confidentiality laws, caseworkers could seek waivers from clients
ahead of time.

For too long, the state Department of Human

Services has hid behind confidentiality laws, letting its public
image steadily erode, when it undoubtedly is the agency most rife
with positive, human interest stories.
As a complement to the effort to increase positive press
about bureaucrats, Goodsell recommends the establishment of a
media committee in each major community:
These would be staffed by volunteers and would watch the
daily output of individual broadcasts and newspapers for
unfounded slurs against bureaucrats and bureaucracy. When
such are spotted, the volunteers will immediately respond
over their own name in letters to the editor, radio talk-show
calls, and individual communications to station managers and
newspaper editors.^5
Poor reporters will resent this scrutiny, but if it's
done diplomatically rather than vengefully, most reporters will
think twice before making the same mistake.

It would be

especially effective if the bureaucrat complainants could offer
concrete examples to contradict the unfair report.

These

committees could also serve as the evaluators for increased
S^Goodsell, The Case For Bureaucracy, p. 179.
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public relations efforts in their regions.

Although past radio

and TV broadcasts are generally not available, committee members
could peruse past newspaper issues and count the number of column
inches written about state government, keeping separate totals
for positive and negative stories.

The same could be done into

the future with each day’s newspapers.

Also, they could start

videotaping each station's newscasts and keeping track of the
minutes spent on positive and negative stories about state
government.

Monthly trends could be charted to see if the public

relations campaign was producing a tangible benefit.

The charts

could also point to which media are most lacking and therefore
require further concentration.
This evaluation method, called an interrupted time
series, 86 could also be used to measure employee retention

efforts.

The state's normal turnover rate is about 15 percent a

year, 87 but 19.7 percent of the state employees said they were

looking for other work when the survey was taken, and 34.1
percent said they would look for work if the tax hikes failed.
The state is no longer able to keep employees by offering
competitive pay, so its retention efforts must focus on
non-monetary rewards and job enrichment.

In other words, the

best employees should be given more responsibility, especially
86carl V. Patton and David S. Sawicki, Basic Methods of
Policy Analysis and Planning (Englewood Cliffs, N.JL: PrenticeHall, 1986), pp. 316-18.
87interview with Gary Tornes, then-Central Personnel
Division director, Bismarck, North Dakota, 13 October 1989.
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when it comes to solving problems and cutting waste in their
areas.

This has been done to some degree in the Department of

Transportation and Job Service North Dakota through the use of
quality circles.88

These non-supervisory problem-solving groups

should be extended throughout state government.

To the extent

they can document time savings on tasks, they should be given
time during the work day to meet and research solutions.

A

likely side benefit is that these top problem-solving employees
will become more involved in their work and remain with state
government, even in the face of higher salaries offered by other
jobs and states.

That, however, must eventually be documented by

the interrupted time series comparing retention rates.
Another factor in retaining top employees is giving them
an opportunity for promotion, especially in a time when that is
one of the only ways to get any raise at all.

In order to open

some spots at the top and release some employees who are biding
their time, the 1991 Legislature needs to consider easing pension
retirement qualifications.

Anecdotal evidence indicates hundreds

of aging employees would retire immediately if lawmakers let them
go at full pension, 89 but a thorough cost-benefit analysis needs
to be done.

The excess cost to the pension system must be

weighed against the payroll savings, but potential retention
benefits should also be factored in.

88The Bismarck Tribune, 5 November 1989.
89lhe Bismarck Tribune, 17 December 1989.
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As state government moves to a younger work force, it
should consider providing daycare as another retention and
productivity tool.

This is the logical next step to the 1989

legislation that allows parents of either gender to use their
sick leave to care for other family members who are ill.

As

noted previously, 32.3 percent of the state employees said they
have a need for daycare at their offices now, led by 50 percent
of those in their 20s and 41.8 percent of those in their 30s.

It

would take more study to prove, but the state's cost of
subsidizing daycare for its employees could be more than
recovered through lower absenteeism and turnover.

Simply easing

parents' minds about their young children may even increase their
productivity.

If these hypotheses could be supported with hard

facts, it would ease the fears of other state employees and
taxpayers competing for scarce resources.
Facts and consensus will be even harder to obtain when it
comes to collective bargaining for state employees.

Gov. George

Sinner supported a revenue-neutral collective bargaining bill in
the 1989 Legislature, but it still lost handedly in the
conservative House of Representatives.

Sinner said collective

bargaining would raise morale by giving state employees more
control over work conditions, grievances, and benefits.

But

anti-union sentiment runs deep in North Dakota, making collective
bargaining for state employees a high-change/low-consensus
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proposition, in the parlance of Steiss and Daneke.90

During the

1989 session, state employees could not even reach consensus on
collective bargaining among themselves.

That division remained

apparent at the time of this survey, when 51.4 percent opposed
collective bargaining and 39.1 percent favored it.

A post

election survey is needed to see if the subsequent layoffs and
work speedups have increased support for unionization.

If so,

consensus needs to be built from within, perhaps by
professionals, who often work side-by-side with supervisors and
administrators, as well as clerical and clinical workers.

The

professionals are also a likely choice for leadership because
even the pre-election survey showed 41.9 percent of them support
collective bargaining.

Working against them is the fact that

despite the monolithic stereotype of bureaucracy, state employees
do not have all that much in common.

A 62.4 percent majority

agreed with the statement, "You have more in common with other
members of your profession than with most state employees."
For collective bargaining to pass in the 1991
Legislature, it will take testimony from a united front of
workers, supervisors, state officeholders, and competing unions.
But if it can pass, collective bargaining could also be a
lightning rod for other morale-boosting activities.

Active union

members could be the organizers of committees for media watching,
community relations, and waste watching.

90dted in Patton and Sawicki, Basic Methods of Policy
Analysis and Planning, p. 290.
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Waste reduction
This breaks down into two problems: actual and perceived
waste.

The Governor’s Cost Reduction Commission has made a good

start at attacking the first problem.

It may also reduce the

perception of waste, because few employees brought glaring
problems to its attention.91

About half the members of the Cost

Reduction Commission are from the private sector, but the
commission remains suspect in the minds of many because the
members were appointed by Sinner.

He missed a chance to co-opt

referral leaders such as Kent French and Duane Liffrig by not
including them on the commission.

Rather than disband after

eight weeks as originally planned, the Cost Reduction Commission
has agreed to meet at least once each quarter indefinitely, so it
can monitor cost-cutting studies and consider new suggestions.
But in this fiscal era, the state should make cost cutting a
full-time permanent job.

The Legislative Council should

competitively hire a small staff of auditors, investigators, and
efficiency experts from the private sector.

The office, akin to

the Air Force's Waste, Fraud, and Abuse Office, would be charged
with saving at least enough to cover its budget.
perhaps even be paid on a commission basis.

Its staff could

Its sole power would

be to expose waste, fraud, and abuse wherever it could within
state government.

Embarrassed officials and outraged citizens

would have to take it from there.

The staff would serve entirely

9^-The Bismarck Tribune, 1 April 1990.
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at the pleasure of the Legislature, the people's elected
representatives.

Meanwhile, it would be available to accept

anonymous or confidential reports of waste and investigate them
independently, unlike the part-time Cost Reduction Commission,
which can only require responses from department heads.

The

permanent staff could encourage ongoing employee vigilance and
whistle blowing, perhaps even offering "rewards."

At the end of

the biennium, employees could be given bonuses based on a portion
of the demonstrated savings from their suggestions.

Even a

l/100th bonus would be sizeable for someone who saved $1 million
with a simple suggestion to, say, reroute a highway to more
stable ground.

Even more mileage could be obtained from such

suggestions if the benefits were publicized properly by the
waste-cutting staff, a union committee, or agency information
officers.
Increase understanding between the public and state government
People in the private sector are used to paying more on
investments that will yield more, but they're not willing to pay
more for the status quo.

That was the advice of former Tennessee

Gov. Lamar Alexander when he spoke at North Dakota's Legislative
Summit in Grand Forks on March 12, 1990.

What that means for

North Dakota, he suggested, is that voters will continue to
reject tax increases if they think the extra money will only
support existing programs at current levels, but they will pay
more taxes for new and increased services they really value.
challenge, then, is partly to develop innovative new services,

The
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but mostly to inform people what valuable services they’re
already getting for their tax dollars.

Who would not be

impressed by seeing how the Public Service Commission, with a
biennial budget of $3.3 million, saves utility customers from
paying $4 million in rate hikes, or how the Secretary of State's
Office, with a budget of $1.4 million, brings in $2.6 million in
user fee revenue?
One way to make that information more accessible to
people would be to have annual state government open houses, at
night so more taxpayers could attend.

During that time, visitors

to the Capitol could watch a specially scheduled PSC meeting, a
case conference between members of the Attorney General’s Office,
a computerized business trademark search in the Secretary of
State's Office, a governor's cabinet meeting, or a nursing home
admission evaluation at the Department of Human Services.
Visitors to other offices around the state could sit in on a
staff discussion of how to investigate child abuse complaints, an
administrative hearing on disability benefits, or a regional
economic development planning council meeting.
Similarly, as a long-range tact, government officials
should work with social studies teachers to develop a student
"Close-up" tour of the bureaucracy.

Students from across North

Dakota have visited the Capitol for "Close-up" programs on the
Legislature, the judiciary, and elected officials, but not on the
bureaucracy per se'.

That could spur development of a month-long

curriculum on bureaucracy, based on role playing and problem
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solving exercises.

It could emphasize the nobility of public

administration, recalling the spirit of John F. Kennedy to offset
the sarcasm of Ronald Reagan.
Similar sentiment could be expressed to adults through
after-work committees led by some of the 58 percent of state
employees who said they were trying to influence people to vote
their way in the special election.

They could help restore pride

to state employees, and get them to realize how bad it looks for
visitors to the Capitol to see them gossiping in their offices or
languishing at coffee breaks in the cafeteria.

Private sector

companies such as Dayton's do not allow their employees to make
such impressions, so why should the state?

Like Dayton's,

influential state employees could reach out to the public by
encouraging their colleagues to become community leaders.

Once

they've joined the Elks, Lions, and Rotary, they could suggest
and recruit state agency heads to speak at their luncheons.
Giving influential taxpayers a chance to see, hear, and debate
state bureaucrats would increase understanding of the public and
private sectors from both directions.
Another way to bridge the gap between the public and
private sectors would be to mix them on more ad-hoc committees
designed to solve specific problems.

This worked very well for

the Department of Human Services when it needed to reach
consensus on nursing home rate equalization between residents on
Medicaid and those paying their own way.

As a result, nursing

home administrators who formerly opposed the DHS at every turn
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ended up testifying for the agency’s compromise plan at the 1989
Legislature, and it passed with a $9 million funding increase.^
Further understanding between the public and private
sectors could be achieved by sending state supervisors to
corporate management training.

Businessmen on the Governor's

Cost Reduction Commission have been aghast at how loose the
planning, performance expectations, and evaluating are at most
state agencies.^

The good state managers who are exceptions

should be found and held up as role models.

Otherwise, some of

the private sector experts on the Cost Reduction Commission might
be hired as management consultants to the state.

If necessary,

state managers should be sent to Minneapolis for formal corporate
training.

To justify its continuation, the cost of such training

should be compared to the increased output or reduced
expenditures achieved by trained managers by the end of each
biennium.
Lastly, state government could improve its image by
eschewing far-flung consultants in favor of the experts at North
Dakota's own colleges and universities.

If no North Dakota

expert exists in a subject being considered by state government,
that is an obvious indication the training of future experts in
that field needs to begin immediately.

In many cases, however,

North Dakota experts in statistics, management, economic
development, and political science are given credence everywhere
92fhe Bismarck Tribune, 20 March 1989.
9^The Bismarck Tribune, 24 March 1990.
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but close to home.

This also goes for students and graduates of

North Dakota colleges and universities.

Often they are bypassed

by state government in favor of out-of-state applicants with
lesser qualifications and little sensitivity to North Dakota’s
political-cultural atmosphere.

State government needs to

encourage North Dakota students and graduates, so that
unprecedented projects such as this one and a contemporary study
on state sexual harassment become regular contributions.

CHAPTER VH
CONCLUSION
The principal purpose of this project was to gauge the
work attitudes, experiences, and satisfaction levels of North
Dakota state employees, then compare them to bureaucratic
stereotypes and research.

The findings generally refute

stereotypes and classical theories that portray bureaucrats as
unsatisfied, over-supervised, incapcitated, narrow-minded, and
lazy.

To the contrary, most North Dakota state employees are

more than satisfied with their jobs, are supervised no more than
they were in the private sector, see no extra need for
supervision among their colleagues, and enjoy more job variety
than ever before.

As for being lazy, 44.8 percent of them

"often" work overtime without extra pay or time off.

And if

bureaucracy is killing their sex lives, as Hummel warned, it is
not ruining their marriages.

Only 8.9 percent are divorced,

while 75.6 percent remain married, and 12.3 percent are single.
Critics may note 76.7 percent said they had more rules
governing their work behavior now than in their former
non-bureaucratic jobs, but it would take further study to
determine whether those rules have resulted in goal displacement
92
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toward taxpayers.

After all, most state rules in a democratic

society are intended to make government bend over backwards for
citizens.
The responses from North Dakota state employees come
closer to supporting Kohn's theory that bureaucrats are
challenged and invigorated by their jobs.

He said bureaucrats

are more likely to be well-educated, critical thinkers than the
public at large, and that appears to be true in North Dakota.

A

51.2 percent majority of the state employees have a four-year
college degree or more, while only 3.2 percent did not graduate
from high school or the equivalent.

Contradicting their

anesthetized stereotype, they listed waste and mismanagement as
the biggest problems in state government.

As further evidence

that they are not apathetic, 93.5 percent said they "definitely"
would vote in the special election, and 58.1 percent were trying
to influence other voters.
The survey also found that state employees vote heavily
in their own interests, lose morale when it looks like their side
will lose, and begin looking for work when their jobs are
threatened— all normal reactions for employees in any type of
organization.

In fact, if these data support any theory on the

effect of bureaucracy on employees, it is probably a postulate by
Anthony Downs that might be called "the mirror-image theory."
"Bureaucrats as individuals," he said, "are neither more [n]or
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less efficient, honest, hardworking, thorough, public spirited
and generally worthy of admiration than non-bureaucrats."^
Now that this data base is available, however, the subtle
distinctions between state bureaucrats and other North Dakotans
could perhaps be ferreted from a followup survey measuring
attitudes toward the tax referral consequences.

This researcher

hopes to conduct such a survey under the auspices of The Bismarck
Tribune this summer, after the Department of Human Services
implements its service cuts and layoffs.

Ideally, the survey

would not only measure state employees' reactions to the budget
and service cuts, but also the reactions of taxpayers statewide.
Demographic information about the public could also be compared
to the bureaucrats' demographics.

Moreover, demographics

allegedly including the entire population will be available early
next year when the 1990 census is released.
Perhaps then there will be enough information about North
Dakota's bureaucrats to meet physicist Stephen Hawking's two
requirements for good theory: "It must accurately describe a
large class of observations on the basis of a model that contains
only a few arbitrary elements, and it must make definite
predictions about the results of future observations."^
But even that will not settle the matter once and for
all.

As Hawking said:

^Anthony Downs, Inside Bureaucracy (Boston: Little Brown &
Co., 1967), p. 26.
95stephen W. Hawking, A Brief History of Time (Toronto:
Bantam Books, 1988), p. 9.
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Theory is always provisional, in the sense that it is
only a hypothesis: you can never prove it. No matter how
many times the results of experiments agree with some theory,
you can never be sure that the next time the result will not
contradict the theory. On the other hand, you can disprove a
theory by finding even a single observation that disagrees
with the predictions of the theory.96
Just as Hawking and other brilliant physicists have not
found a final, unified theory of the universe, the tiny universe
of North Dakota bureaucrats may be inexplicable by a single
theory.

According to Hawking:

There is a fundamental paradox in the search for such a
complete unified theory. The ideas about scientific theories
outlined above assume we are rational beings who are free to
observe the universe as we want and to draw logical
deductions from what we see. In such a scheme it is
reasonable to suppose that we might progress ever closer
toward the laws that govern our universe. Yet if there
really is a complete unified theory, it would also presumably
determine our actions. And so the theory itself would
determine the outcome of our search for it! And why should
it determine that we come to the right conclusions from the
evidence? Might it not equally well determine that we draw
the wrong conclusion? Or no conclusion at all?9
97
6
Applied to bureaucracy, this may mean its effects are
indivisible from everyday life because: 1) it is so pervasive,
and 2) bureaucrats are so representative of us all.
Hawking’s escape from this ellipitical quagmire is
Darwin's principle of natural selection.

Survival of the fittest

has led to increasing intelligence and scientific discovery, he
noted.

But some of our recent scientific discoveries, he added,

threaten the survival of all women and men.

96Ibid., p. 10.
97Ibid., p. 12.
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On a slightly less cataclysmic level, North Dakota’s
unbridled democracy has brought state government to the brink of
destruction.

Whether it can be saved depends largely upon how

bureaucrats and taxpayers relate to each other— in theory and in
person.
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APPENDIX
Hello. My name is ____________. I ’m calling on behalf of two
UND graduate students who are conducting a survey of state
employees. Is there a state employee in your household? (If yes,
continue by saying:) May I speak to that person? (If no t, end the
call by saying: I'm sorry to have bothered you.)

The survey results will be used toward completing master's
degrees in Public Administration. The aim of the survey is to
give the general public a truer picture of state employees' work
conditions, attitudes and experience with unwanted sexual
attention.
Our statistical results will be reported to Central Personnel
and The Bismarck Tribune. But your individual responses will be
completely confidential. Your phone number was selected at
random from a list provided by the Office of Management and
Budget. I_ won't even ask your name.
The interview should take about 15 minutes of your time.
Please feel free to ask any questions. You may decline to
respond at any time. OK?
1. Let me start by asking: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being
least satisfied, how satisfied are you with your present state
job?
n=317
median=3.3
1
2
3
4
5
2.2%
7.9%
24.6%
44.5%
20.8%
2. Have you ever had a full-time job in a private company with
less than 100 employees: Yes
No
(If "No," skip to No. 10)
n=316
50%
50%
Considering your best job like that, please compare it to
your present state job on each of the next few questions.
3. Overall, which job has been more satisfying?
State
Private
Same
Don't Know
n=157
58.6%
24.8%
15.9%
0.6%
4. In which job has your supervisor watched you most closely?
State
Private
Same
Don't Know
n=158
42.4%
38.0%
17.7%
1.9%
101
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5. In which job have your co-workers needed more guidance and
Same
Don't Know
Private
supervision?
State
3.8%
37.6%
17.8%
n= 157
40 .8%
6. Which has had more rules governing your behavior at work?
Don't Know
Private
Same
State
0.6%
13.8%
8.8%
76.7%
n=159
7. Which job has had more variety?
Private
State
33.3%
58.5%
n=159

Same
7.5%

8. Which has offered more job security?
Private
Same
State
15.2%
67.7%
14.6%
n=158

Don't Know
0.6%
Don't Know
2.5%

9. Which job has given you the better standard of living?
Private
Same
Don't Know
State
11.4%
1.9%
n=158
60.8%
25.9%
Now I'd like to ask about your current state job. For ea
the next few statements, please tell me whether you: Strongly
Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree, or Don't Know.
10. Your job is about as good as you expected it to be when you
started.
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=317
18.9%
63.7%
3.2%
12.3%
1.9%
11. You often work overtime without extra pay or comp time.
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=317
18.3%
26.5%
0.6%
42.3%
12.3%
12. You have more in common with other members of your profession
than with most state employees. SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=314
14.0%
48.4% 12.7% 23.2% 1.6%
13. No matter how hard you worked, the quality of service provid
ed by your agency would not improve. SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=316
5.7% 24.7% 2.8% 52.2% 14.6%
14. If you did better work, you would be rewarded. ( I n
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=315
2.5%
27.6%
5.4%
52.7%
11.7%

general)

15. State employees cannot make state government work. That's up
to the Legislature.
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=315
1.9%
25.4%
9.5%
48.9%
14.3%
16, Nobody works much harder than anybody else in your office.
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=317
2.2%
23.7%
1.6%
61.5%
11.0%
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17. You are committed to working for the state for a long time to
SA
A
DK
D
SD
come.
50.0%
9.5%
28.2%
3.5%
n=316
8.9%
18. There should be more restrictions against smoking in your
office. SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=313
5.8%
16.6%
6.1%
62.0%
9.6%
19. The state should pay at least part of its employees' daycare
costs. SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=315
8.3%
35.2%
12.1%
2.5%
41.9%
20. If daycare was provided near your office, you would use it
now.
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=312
8.3%
24.0%
11.2%
51.3%
5.1%
21. You would pay dues of up to $10 a month to have a state
employees' union represent you on pay and grievance issues.
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=315
6.7%
32.4%
9.5%
40.6%
10.8%
22. State employee personnel files should be closed to taxpayers
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n= 316
11.7%
45.9%
2.2%
8.9%
31.3%
23. You have been wronged as a result of having your personnel
file examined. SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=314
1.0%
7.3%
6.4%
67.2%
18.2%
24. Morale is not a problem in your office right now.
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=316
4.4%
29.7%
1.9%
44.3%
19.6%
25. You are now actively looking for work outside state
government.
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=316
3.2%
16.5%
0.3%
70.6%
9.5%
26. If the tax hikes are struck down on December 5th, you will
start (or step up) looking for work outside state government.
SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=311
9.3%
26.4%
11.9%
48.2%
4.2%
27. The way you see state government run, you cannot blame people
for voting against the tax hikes. SA
A
DK
D
SD
n=314
4.8% 35.7% 6.4% 37.9% 15.3%
Now I'd like to ask you some questions about the special
election.
(Circle the answer given.)
28. Do you definitely plan to vote on December 5th? Yes No
DK
n=306
93.5% 1.0% 5.6%
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29. Are you going to vote for or against the sales tax hike? DK
6.6%
84.2%
9.2%
n=273
30. Are you going to vote against or for the income tax hike? DK
6.3%
13.6%
80.1%
n=272
31. Are you going to vote for or against the gas tax hike?
74.5%
17.0%
n=271

DK
8.5%

32. Are you trying to persuade others to vote the same way as
Yes
No
you?
n=296
58 .1%
41.9%
Now I'd like to ask you two open-ended questions. Your
answers can be short or long, but please speak slowly because I
need to take notes on what you say.
33 . First... What, if anything, do you think will happen if the
tax hikes are struck down in the special election? ( W R I T E
RESPONSE ON NEXT PAGE.)
n=309
8.4% Don't know
48.6% Service cuts
7.6% Property tax hikes
35.0% Layoffs
17.0% Schools will suffer
7.3% Colleges will suffer
0.6% Institutions will lose
12.9% Little or nothing
accreditation
12.3% Pay cuts
(Percentages total more than 100 because each respondent was
allowed to name as many consequences as they wanted.)
34. Second... What do you see as the one biggest problem in North
Dakota state government right now, and how would you solve that
problem?
n=300
30.0% Waste, top heavy mgmt.
5.7% Too resistant to change
19.0% Don't know
5.3% Referrals are too easy
14.7% Lack of revenue
4,7% Too many colleges etc.
11.7% Taxpayers misunderstand
3.0% Gov. George Sinner
6.0% The Legislature
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS
Now we'll complete the survey with just a few demographic
questions to help us with statistical analysis.
177.

n=315

(The

respondent

is:

Female

Male)

52.7%

47.3%

178. Please tell me the highest level of education you have
completed.
n=316
3.2% less than high school
27.8% college graduate
15,8% high school degree or G.E.D.
9.2% some grad school
5.7% high school plus some technical
14.2% grad/professional
training or apprenticeship
degree
24.1% some college
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179. Which category best describes your type of job? (Circle)
Supervisory
Admin.
Prof.
Clerical
Maint.
Other
n=316 23.1%
15.2%
37.0%
10.8%
6.6%
7.3%
180. Do you work on the Capitol grounds?
n=316
181. Do you smoke?
n=315

Yes
28.6%

Yes
28.2%

No
71.8%

No
71.4%

182. How long have you worked for the state?
<6 mos
6 mos-1 yr
1-5 yrs
6-10 yrs
n=316
2.8%
7.0%
28.5%
20.9 %

>10 yrs
40.8%

183. What is your marital status?
n=316
12.3% single
8.9% divorced or separated
75.6% married
3.2% widowed
184. What age group are you in?
16-19
20-29
30-39
n=316
0.3%
15.5%
35.1%

40-49
28.8%

185. How many people work in your office?
1-10
10-20
21-50
n=316
33.5%
25.9%
22.5%

50-59
17.1%

60+
3.2%

51-100
10.4%

100+
7.3%

186. Are you the highest wage-earner in your family? Yes
n=315
73.0%

No
27.0%

187. Which category best describes your own monthly, gross state
salary?
n=313
<$1,000
$1, 000-$l ,600
$1,601-$2,500
$2, 501-$3,300
>$3,300
5.1%
39.6%
37.4%
11.5%
6.4%
188. May I ask which state agency you work for?
30.4% Other
1.7% Atty. Gen.
0.7%
18.4% Human Ser.
1.4% Blind School
0.7%
15.7% SDC, Grafton
1.4% Highway Patrol
0.7%
9.9% State Hospital 1.0% Univ.-related
0.3%
7.8 % Hwy. Dept.
1.0% Ag. Dept.
0.3%
5.8% Health Dept.
0.7% Gov's Office
0.3%
1.7% Tax Dept.
189. (Is the respondent from the Red River Valley?

n=317

n=293
Deaf School
PSC
Ins . Dept.
Vets Home
Sec. of State
State Auditor
Yes

No)

29.3%

70.7%

That completes our survey! Thank you very much for taking
sharing your opinions with us. We hope this project helps give
taxpayers a truer picture of North Dakota’s state work force.

